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Self Control Vs. Social Control as an Explanation for Delinquency
Marcel Parent
(ABSTRACT)
Although Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) General Theory of Crime has
received much more attention over the last decade than that of Hirschi’s (1969) Social
Control Theory, it is imperative that the latter theory’s contribution not be
overlooked. Social Control Theory posits that delinquent acts result when an
individuals bond to society is weak or broken. Hirschi proposed that the four
elements comprising the social bond are attachment, commitment, involvement and
belief. Due to the shortcomings of Social Control Theory’s ability to explain
delinquency, Gottfredson in collaboration with Hirschi (1990) formulated the General
Theory of Crime. At the heart of the authors’ theory rests the assertion that all illegal
activity is the manifestation of a single underlying cause, that being “low self
control.” Outlined in their theory are six dimensions, which they argue, come to
comprise a uni-dimensional trait of low self-control.
This thesis was developed in part to test the utility of each theory and to
determine which theory has better explanative power in regards to delinquency.
Coupled with this, the dimensions of each theory were analyzed to determine which
best explained delinquency. Utilizing the National Longitudinal Survey for Children
and Youth, individual questions were formulated into scales comprising the
dimensions of each theory. The dependent variable, delinquency, was measured by a
total of 21 questions which came to formulate an overall delinquency scale as well as
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drug involvement, theft, vandalism and violent scales. The sample consists of
1144 children aged 12-13 years.
The findings from this research provide partial support for this researchers’
hypothesis that Self-Control Theory is more apt at explaining delinquency than Social
Control Theory. However, the two theories taken together are stronger yet. The
second hypothesis that behavioural measures of self-control would be more apt at
explaining delinquency as compared to attitudinal measures of self-control was
confirmed. Results from this research support the incorporation of a physical
response dimension when measuring the concept of self-control. Overall, this
research attests to The General Theory’s competence in explaining overall
delinquency, vandalism and violence, while Social Control Theory is more apt at
explaining drug involvement and theft.
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

DEDICATION

I would like to dedicate this thesis in loving memory of my father, Gerald Parent who
passed away suddenly on July 27, 2002. My dad was a loving husband/father who
worked extremely hard for everything and everyone in his life. For his sake and in
his name, I will live on and do all things the same. Dad, you were my hero and
inspiration and always will be.
I would also like to dedicate this work to my fiancee Lana Seeger and my family.
Without their support, love, and assistance, none of this would have been possible. I
admire, love, and thank you all for standing beside me throughout this work and
difficult time in my life. Together we accomplished this goal. Thank you so much.

Gerald Parent
“Gerry "
September 25,
iuiy 27, 20W2

h fttrn .t l .

d e u c e Jject...

[fhtrtt t must leave y o u for a Hide w h ile Please Jo >iot grieve and died wild tearj
And hag -.our vnrnnv to m u through the
years.
Hut star! out bravely h ilk a gallant smile,
iitd lor m y take and m mi name
Live oji and do ail things die same.
Feed not your loneliness on em pty ditvs.
fSui nil eueh waking hour in useful » ui
Beaidi out your hand id eomfort and in
iiheer
ar.d ! in atm will comfort m u and hold you

near.
in ti never- never he afraid w die.
lor 1 am waiting for ton in the sk\!
Idelett dtiener RiceAi

V

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT

III

DEDICATION

V

LIST OF TABLES

VIII

CHAPTER
I.

INTRODUCTION
Historical Overview of Control Theories
Overview of Social Control Theory
Theoretical Roots of Self-Control Theory

1
3
5

H.

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Importance of Control Variables on Self-Control Theory
Criticisms which Plague the General Theory of Crime
Novelty of this Thesis
Hypotheses

12
20
22
38
41

HI.

METHODOLOGY
Sample
Research Objective
Research Design
Factor Analysis:
Social Control (Independent variable)
Self-Control (Independent variable)
Delinquency (Dependent variable)
Recoding
Scale Construction
Reliability Analysis
Bivariate Analysis
Multiple Regression
Model Development

42
44
45
52
53
54
55
55
60
60
62
64
66

IV.

RESULTS
Bivariate Analysis
Regression Analysis for Overall Delinquency
Regression Analysis for Delinquent Drug Involvement
Regression Analysis for Delinquent Theft
Regression Analysis for Delinquent Vandalism
Regression Analysis for Delinquent Violence
Regression Analysis for Overall Social and Self Control on
Overall Delinquency
Interactions

VI

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

71
72
76
80
83
86
89
93

V.

DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
Discussion
Limitations
Conclusion

98
107
112

APPENDIX A:
Social Control, Self-control, Delinquency, and Control Scales

115
116

APPENDIX B:
Lists of Tables

122
123

APPENDIX C:
Summary Tables

129
130

APPENDIX D:
NLSCY Coding Scheme for Socio-economic Status

135
136

REFERENCES

137

VITA AUCTORIS

142

VII

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1

Means Table for Social and Self-Control and the Various Indexes of
Delinquency by Socio-demographics

Table 2.1 Unstandardized and Standardized Regression Coefficients of
Overall Delinquency on Independent Variables

Table 2.2 Unstandardized and Standardized Regression Coefficients of
Overall Delinquent Drug Involvement on Independent Variables

Table 2.3 Unstandardized and Standardized Regression Coefficients of
Overall Delinquent Theft on Independent Variables

Table 2.4 Unstandardized and Standardized Regression Coefficients of
Overall Delinquent Vandalism on Independent Variables

Table 2.5 Unstandardized and Standardized Regression Coefficients of
Overall Delinquent Violence on Independent Variables

Table 3

Unstandardized and Standardized Regression Coefficients of
Overall Delinquency on Overall Social Control and Overall
Self-Control

Table 4 Interaction Effects for Overall Delinquency and the Individual
Indexes of Delinquency Outlining B Values, Change in R Squared
and F Values
Table 5.1 Minimum, Maximum, Mean, Standard Deviation, Alpha’s if Item
Were Deleted, and Factor Loadings for Measures of Social Control

Table 5.2 Minimum, Maximum, Mean, Standard Deviation, Alpha’s if Item
Were Deleted, and Factor Loadings for Measures of Self-Control

Table 5.3 Minimum, Maximum, Mean, Standard Deviation, Alpha’s if Item
Were Deleted, and Factor Loadings for Measures of Delinquency

VIII

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Table 5.4 Minimum, Maximum, Mean, Standard Deviation, Alpha, and
Number of Cases for the Subscale Components of Social Control,
Self-Control, Delinquency, and Overall Scales

Table 6.1 First Order Principal Components Analysis for Social Control,
Self-Control, and Delinquency

Table 6.2 Second Order Principal Components Analysis for Social Control,
Self-Control, and Delinquency

Table 7.1 Summary Table Outlining Significant Predictors for the Various
Indexes of Delinquency and Overall Delinquency for Model 1
Table 7.2 Summary Table Outlining Significant Predictors for the Various
Indexes of Delinquency and Overall Delinquency for Model 2
Table 7.3 Summary Table Outlining Significant Predictors for the Various
Indexes of Delinquency and Overall Delinquency for Model 3
Table 7.4 Summary Table Outlining Significant Predictors for the Various
Indexes of Delinquency and Overall Delinquency for Model 4
Table 8 Percentage of Variance Explained by Social Control, Self-Control,
and Social/Self Control Combined for all Indexes of Delinquency and
Overall Delinquency
Table 9 NLSCY Coding Scheme for Socio-economic Status

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
For decades, sociologists, psychologists, and criminologists have tried to explain
delinquent acts. However, despite their continuous efforts and their abundance of
knowledge, an indisputable explanation has not yet surfaced in construing juvenile
delinquency. It is only after a thorough inquisition of literature dedicated to finding a
single explanation that one arrives at the conclusion that it simply does not exist. Rather,
there is widespread support and confirmation that crime is the result not of one factor but
alternatively, the result of a multiplicity of factors. Consequently, some sociologists have
taken an integrative approach when analyzing juvenile delinquency. A comprehensive
theory of crime, whatever its orientation, must explain how delinquent patterns of
behaviour are developed, what provokes people to behave in a delinquent fashion, and
what maintains their delinquent actions. In an attempt to encapsulate crime, Travis
Hirschi developed “Social Bonding Theory” and “Self-Control Theory.” Hirschi’s latter
theory was developed in collaboration with Michael Gottfredson.
Common to the above two theories is the fact that they both have their roots in
control theories. Control theories have been trivialized and scrutinized for many years
and have withstood the many challenges empirical tests have come to bear on them.
Although control theories existed well before the time of Hirschi, it has been documented
that the prominence and importance of control theories became actualized with the advent
of Travis Hirschi’s book, Causes of Delinquency (1969). Hirschi claimed that,
“delinquent acts result when an individual’s bond to society is weak or broken. There are
four principal elements that make up this bond - attachment, commitment, involvement,
and beliefs”(Hirschi, 1969:16).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Up until recently, Social Control Theory has been documented as one of the most
frequently researched and discussed criminological theories. However, out of this
research and discussion, limitations, such as the need for a general explanation of crime
have ensued, as have the expectations and desperation of developing a theory, which
better explains crime and delinquency. One of the theories called upon to fill the void
created by the limitations subsumed within Social Control Theory is Self-Control Theory.
In their book, A General Theory of Crime (1990), Gottfredson and Hirschi
introduce a theory which in their opinion is capable of explaining all criminal and deviant
behaviour, while focusing on one uni-dimensional trait, that being low self-control.
While self-control is made up of a multiplicity of defining factors, all of these factors
come together to form one overall dimension. Self control theory states that “individuals
with high self-control will be substantially less likely at all periods of life to engage in
criminal acts while those with low self-control are highly likely to commit crime”
(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990:89). Self-Control Theory or The General Theory was
developed with the notion of being an “all inclusive” theory, one that relates to everyone
irrespective of gender, age, social class, or ethnicity.
As a result of the above contentions put forth by Gottfredson and Hirschi, it
becomes obvious why the empirical attacks once conducted on Social Control Theory
have shifted focus to now target The General Theory. The rationale for empirically
testing a theory lies in the significance of the questions it generates. One may ask, “Is
there still a need for Social Control Theory?” or “Does The General Theory of Crime
have the capacity to override all preexisting criminological theories?” These questions
are not only significant but more importantly, they are imperative in establishing

2
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causation and prevention of crime. Many authors suggest that there is not enough
evidence to date to confirm or refute the two theories in question. While it may be true
that inconclusive evidence exists in terms of validating or refuting these theories, it is
also true that it will remain inconclusive if researchers don’t engage in the debate through
empirical tests. The objective of this research is to not only engage in the debate, but
also, a modest attempt to add some useful information to the existing body of literature
on social and self control theory. Before addressing the major focus of this research,
these two theories need to be elaborated upon.

SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY
The idea that social environment influences delinquency was one that flourished
in the late 1960’s when Hirschi developed his “Social Control Theory.” Today, Social
Control Theory is arguably one of the leading explanations of juvenile delinquency.
Most theories ask why people commit crimes, but Hirschi’s theory is different in that it
asks why people do not commit crimes. The theory assumes that individuals are
inherently motivated to deviate, and they will do so unless they are restrained by strong
bonds to society (Hirschi, 1969:10,16). Social Control Theory posits that individuals will
be deviant if they are lacking social bonds in their current lives (bonds with social
environment). This makes the theory inherently different from self-control theory, which
holds that in the early years of one’s life, individuals are socialized to develop a
personality characterized by low self-control, a trait that stays with them for the rest of
their lives. Hirschi’s Social Control Theory begins with the general proposition that
“delinquent acts result when an individual’s bond to society is weak or broken” (Hirschi,
1969:16). He proposed that there are four elements to the social bond: attachment,
commitment, involvement and belief. The individual dimensions of the social bond are
not independent of one another, rather, they are interrelated. Hirschi asserted that

3
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attachment to parents and peers serve as a foundation for healthy psychological
development, which is followed by commitment to conventional goals, involvement in
conventional activities and the holding of conventional beliefs.
According to Hirschi, attachment to others is the extent to which we have close
affectional ties to others, admire them, and identify with them so that we care about their
expectations. Hirschi emphasizes that attachment to parents and peers control delinquent
tendencies, with attachment to parents being the more vital of the two. Hirschi asserts
that the more attached adolescents are to their parents and peers, (whether they are
delinquent or not), the less likely they will be delinquent themselves. He argues that
attachment to parents is the most important of all the social bonds because parents are the
first to socialize their children, and instill values and morals in children that deter them
from crime. Adolescents who are attached to their parents care about parental responses
and will consider their parents’ reactions before committing a delinquent act (Hirschi,
1969: 94). In further alluding to attachment to one’s parents, Hirschi argued that oneparent families are virtually as efficient a delinquency-controlling institution as twoparent families (Hirschi, 1969: 103).
The second element, commitment, refers to the extent to which individuals have
built up an investment in conformity. The person invests time and energy in a certain
line of activity, such as education, and when he/she considers deviant behaviour, he
realizes that it is not worth putting his or her investment at risk. Hirschi found that
adolescents who disliked school and didn’t care what their teachers’ thought of them,
were more likely to be delinquent (Hirschi, 1969:20).
The third element, involvement, refers to the actual amount of time spent
participating in conventional activities, such as studying, spending time with family, and
extra-curricular activities. The assumption is that a person is simply too busy doing
conventional things to find time to engage in deviant behaviour (Hirschi, 1969:22).

4
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The final element, belief, refers to a general respect for the laws and authority.
“Our belief in conventional values, morality, and the legitimacy of the law will constrain
our behaviour” (Linden, 1996:353).
This classical theory is based on the notion that the costs of crime depend on the
individual’s current location in, or bond to society. What social control theory lacks is an
explicit idea of self-control, the idea that people also differ in the extent to which they are
vulnerable to the temptations of the moment. To account for this, Gottfredson, in
collaboration with Hirschi, developed a “General Theory of Crime”. Together, they
proposed that self-control consists of a set of stable differences across individuals that
predispose them to act upon momentary impulse without regard for the consequences
(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990:87-88).

THEORETICAL ROOTS OF SELF-CONTROL THEORY
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s Self-Control Theory derived out of “Control theories
and Opportunity theories”. In addressing the former, control theories have surfaced as
viable explanations of delinquency for decades. Consistent to all control theories is the
position that internal and external control mechanisms prevent people from engaging in
criminal acts or analogous behaviours. At the heart of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s selfcontrol theory is the assumption that the former, internal mechanisms of control, claims
superiority over the latter. Gottfredson and Hirschi borrow control theories’ proposition
that people differ in their propensity to take advantage of criminal opportunities (Benson
and Moore, 1992). Borne out of this statement is the importance of Opportunity Theory,
which comprises a second theoretical element in which Gottfredson and Hirschi’s selfcontrol theory is rooted. The degree of self-control and opportunities for crime vary
among individuals. For Gottfredson and Hirschi, crime opportunity is an interposing
5
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factor in the relationship between low self-control and crime. Crimes require
opportunity, because if there was no opportunity (nothing to steal, or police watching
over you), the tendency to commit crime diminishes significantly. Opportunity Theory
maintains that environmental conditions influence criminal opportunities. Consistent
with the version of Opportunity Theory put forth by Lawrence Cohen and Marcus Felson
(1979), Gottfredson and Hirschi maintain that crime requires a motivated offender, the
absence of a capable guardian, and a suitable target (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 24).
The availability of suitably attractive and unguarded targets influences whether particular
crimes are likely to occur (Benson and Moore, 1992). By bridging control theories and
opportunity theories together, Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory of crime evolved.

A GENERAL THEORY OF CRIME
Gottfredson and Hirschi in their book, A General Theory of Crime, set out to
present a theory suited to explaining all criminal and deviant behaviours, focusing on one
unidimensional trait; low self-control. Many scholars have attested to the competence of
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s “General Theory of Crime”, or what has come to be called
“Self-Control Theory”, in formulating a comprehensive theory of crime. The authors’
theory is intended to be an “all inclusive” theory, arguing that it has the capacity of
explaining all deviant and criminal behaviours irrespective of their seriousness in nature
or demographic factors. However, despite the many proponents and the broad utility that
the General Theory of Crime emanates, it like all theories is susceptible to criticism and
scrutiny. Much of this criticism evolves out of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s belief that the
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General Theory applies to all types of crimes regardless of social class, gender or
ethnicity of the perpetrators (Nakhaie et al., 2000; Bartusch et al., 1997).
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory of crime asserts that “individual
differences in involvement in criminal and analogous behaviour are due largely to
individual differences in the personality trait they call low self-control” (Ameklev et al.,
1993,225). Furthermore, it posits that “individuals with high self-control will be
substantially less likely at all periods of life to engage in criminal acts while those with
low self-control are highly likely to commit crime” (Akers, 1997: 91). Due to the fact
that both crime and analogous behaviours originate from low self-control, people with
low self-control will engage in them at a relatively high rate (Gottfredson and Hirschi,
1990: 89-91). Low self-control is useful in the explanation of crime, for there is a
tendency for certain traits associated with low-self control to come together in the same
people and persist over their lifetime. Gottfredson and Hirschi contend that individuals
who engage in crime during their years of adolescence are likely to carry over this
motivation to engage in crime during their adult years. They proposed that self-control
consists of a set of stable differences across individuals that predispose them to act upon
momentary impulse without regard for the consequences (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990:
87-88). Statements as such attest to self-control theory’s primary concern with continued
patterns of crime and deviance as opposed to simple involvement in certain acts at one
point and time. According to self-control theory, “self-control is stable, therefore,
persons with low self-control will have a greater and stable tendency to commit deviance
across all social circumstances at all stages of life after childhood” (Akers, 1997:93).
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However, this belief is not met with agreement from all theorists. Laub and Sampson
conducted a longitudinal study on 1000 men and found that there is some continuity from
childhood deviance to adulthood crime, but argue that changes in criminality are
explained by significant life events such as family life and employment (Laub and
Sampson, 1993: 319-20).
As for the attributes that characterize people as constituting low self-control, one
finds that they are extensive in scope. According to Gottfredson and Hirschi, individuals
who lack self-control tend to be “impulsive, insensitive, physical (as opposed to mental),
risk-taking, shortsighted, and nonverbal” (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 90). These
individuals have a personality trait that is characterized by a “here and now” orientation
and a desire for immediate, easy and simple gratification. Moreover, individuals with
low self-control tend to engage in risky, adventuresome, and exciting activities. They are
often deemed as being self-centered and insensitive to the needs of others, hence, a
possible explanation, or at the least, a correlation with their instability in relationships,
friendships, and occupations. Coupled with the above, people with low self-control often
have low frustration tolerance and more often than not, tend to use physical means in
responding and resolving conflict as opposed to a verbal alternative. Lastly, these
individuals eneage in non-criminal acts analogous to crime, such as alcohol and drug
abuse, smoking, illicit sex, and are more susceptible to accidents because of their
involvement in such behaviours. Precisely, it is the above criteria or components that
Gottfredson and Hirschi believe come to comprise a complete and representative measure
o f self-control: impulsivity, preference for simple tasks, risk-seeking, physical activities,
self-centeredness, and temper (Grasmick et al., 1993). As Gottfredson and Hirschi note:

8

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Since these traits can be identified prior to the age of responsibility for
crime, since there is considerable tendency for these traits to come
together in the same people, and since the traits tend to persist through
life, it seems reasonable to consider them as comprising a stable construct
useful in the explanation of crime (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 90-91).
However, at the same time it is imperative to note that the authors’ contention is that selfcontrol in and of itself is not the only necessary condition leading to criminality.
Gottfredson and Hirschi assert that “lack of self-control does not require crime and can be
counteracted by situational conditions... {but} high self-control effectively reduces the
possibility of crime-that is, those possessing it will be substantially less likely at all
periods of life to engage in criminal acts” (1990:89).
In order to understand the importance of why people with low self-control tend to
exhibit these characteristics, which often persist over time, one must look at the
socialization process. “The major cause of low self-control thus appears to be ineffective
child-rearing” (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 97). Consequently, one can infer the
importance that is emphasized in regards to parental management and child-rearing
practices. According to Gottfredson and Hirschi, “The essential conditions of child
rearing that are required to produce self-control in children are monitoring behaviour,
recognition of deviant behaviour, and appropriate punishment” (Gottfredson and Hirschi,
1990: 97-98). From this evolves their causal argument, which posits that inadequate
parental management yields low self-control and thus, influences an individual’s choices
when faced with an opportunity for immediate gain through little investment (Winfree
and Bemat, 1998). It can be inferred that low self-control is a trait that is developed early
in childhood, not an innate characteristic. In other words, Gottfredson and Hirschi
contend that low self-control becomes ‘internalized’ and becomes inscribed into one’s

9
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personality. Established early in a child’s life, the characteristics of self-control remain
stable and unchanging. The authors purport that manifestations of low self-control may
change over time, but the trait does not diminish as one ages or matures.
The authors also contend that those possessing low self-control are likely to
engage in a variety of criminal and deviant behaviours. “Most theories suggest that
offenders tend to specialize, whereby such terms as robber, burglar, drug dealer, rapist,
and murderer have predictive or descriptive import” (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 91).
However, Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory is not specific, it is general and therefore can
be differentiated from the majority of criminological theories. They note:
In criminology it is often argued that special theories are required to
explain female and male crime, crime in one culture rather than another,
crime committed in the course of an occupation as distinct from street
crime, or crime committed by children as distinct from crime committed
by adults (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990:117).
It is this which Gottfredson and Hirschi found problematic and hence, developed their
General Theory of Crime. “Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime claims to
be general, in part, due to its assertion that the operation of a single mechanism, low selfcontrol, accounts for ‘all crime at all times’: acts ranging from vandalism to homicide,
from rape to white-collar crime” (LaGrange and Silverman, 1999,41). The General
Theory states that offenders are versatile; there is a great variability in the kinds of
criminal acts engaged in and offenders have no inclination to pursue one specific act.
There will always be individuals who argue this point because of reports of
specialization in crimes and repetitive deviant acts by particular offenders. However,
Gottfredson and Hirschi still persist that the main reason why it may appear as though
offenders specialize, is because they receive a label after they commit a serious crime.

10
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Society has a natural tendency to focus on the most serious crime in a series of events,
but this should not be confused with a tendency on part of the offender to specialize in
one type of crime. For example, an individual with low self control, in committing a
variety of criminal acts, may rape someone, use drugs, and commit other violent acts, but
society has a tendency to focus on the most serious crime, that being rape, and label this
offender as a “rapist” (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 92). It is important to keep in
mind that there may actually be some offenders who do specialize in one type of crime
only, and a possible explanation for this may be “opportunity”, coupled with low selfcontrol. It may be argued that opportunity may lead one to commit a specific type of
crime over and over again. For example, an offender who lives near a shopping area will
have repeat opportunities to rob people or snatch purses, or an offender who has a strong,
muscular build, will repeatedly assault people because opportunity allows for him to do
so.

11
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW
In first examining the empirical research that has been conducted in regards to
Social Control Theory, one finds partial support and vindication for the theory’s utility.
A number of researchers have studied Hirschi’s four elements of the social bond and have
eliminated or added parts that they thought would improve the theory’s utility. For
instance, Krohn and Massey (1980) administered a self-report questionnaire to 3065
adolescents in three mid-western states. They included three scales to measure
attachment: maternal, paternal and peer. Their index of commitment included G.P.A.,
career/educational aspirations, and extracurricular activities. Their index of belief
included parental and legal norms, and belief in the value of education. Coupled with
this, Krohn and Massey eliminated a measure of involvement altogether. They found that
the commitment index was the most powerful predictor while attachment was the
weakest predictor of delinquency.
These findings are incompatible with those of Gardner and Shoemaker’s (1989)
cross- sectional self-report questionnaire that was administered to 733 high-school
students in Virginia. They found that the greater the number of unconventional peers one
has, the greater the reported involvement in delinquency. However, this may be due to
the fact that they used a different measurement of attachment with a distinction between
conventional and unconventional peers. They also found that conventional beliefs and
attachment, especially to teachers, had more influence on delinquency than either
involvement or commitment.
Junger and Marshall (1997) administered a self-report questionnaire to 788 boys
living in the Netherlands. They too, found that attachment was the most significant
aspect of the social bond. They measured attachment through the bond to family and
school, and they measured commitment to education (i.e. doing homework). Finally,
12
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their key control variable was delinquent friends. Having friends who are troublemakers
and fight or who come into contact with police was related to the likelihood of being
involved with delinquency. These findings are incompatible with Hirschi’s argument that
attachment to peers can control delinquent tendencies. Hirschi argued that even for the
juvenile attached to peers who are delinquent the same always holds true: the stronger the
attachment, the less likely he or she will tend to be delinquent. “The more a boy respects
his delinquent associates, the less likely he is to commit delinquent acts” (Hirschi, 1969:
152). Hirschi’s rationale for this is that such ties are in some way incompatible with an
emphasis on personal advancement, and he claims that we honour those we admire not by
imitation but by adherence to conventional standards (Hirschi, 1969: 144&152).
Vitaro, Brendgen and Tremblay (2000), refute Hirschi’s claim that the stronger
the bond to peers, whether they are delinquent or not, reduces delinquency. As well, they
counter Hirschi’s claim that parental attachment is the most important social bond, and in
contrast, argue that peer attachment is a more influential predictor of delinquency than
parental attachment is. These researchers, in their longitudinal study on 567 French boys
in Montreal, Quebec, found that attachment to parents and parental monitoring had no
main effects on delinquent behaviour. Their study shows strong links between affiliation
with deviant friends and adolescents’ delinquent behaviours. Furthermore, they found
that best friend’s deviancy significantly predicted adolescent’s delinquent behaviour
(Vitaro et al., 2000). The reason for this may be explained by the transition from
adolescence to adulthood as the relevance for young people to achieve intimacy,
closeness and trust shifts from their parents, to their fellow peers. Adolescents separate
themselves from their parents; they distance themselves from the social control of their
parents while seeking integration into a peer group (Engels and Bogt, 2001).
From a psychological perspective, attachment to peers is more important than
parental influence in the prediction of juvenile delinquency. Researchers Freeman and
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Brown (2001) conducted a study on 99 boys and girls ages 16 to 18, in a midwestem city
in the United States, which examined the nature of adolescent attachment to parents and
peers. They claim that a hierarchy of attachment exists, and there is one “primary
attachment figure” to whom a young person will look to for emotional support and a
secure-base. This primary attachment figure will most likely be a close friend rather than
a parent. They found that this does not vary from person to person, but rather, varies
across age categories. The researchers found that a close peer will replace a parent at the
top of the attachment hierarchy and parents lose most-favoured status during adolescent
years (Freeman and Brown, 2001: 654).
All in all, Hirschi claimed that attachment to parents is most important;
psychologists claim that attachment to peers is most important, and others maintain that
attachment to parents and peers are both of prime importance. Marcus and Betzer (1996)
conducted a study on 163 adolescents ages 11 through 14, in a private middle school,
Maryland, U.S. They found that for both boys and girls, attachment to one’s father was
the strongest predictor of antisocial behaviour. Moreover, they found that with regards to
boys, attachment to peers was related to antisocial behaviours as well as parental
attachment (Marcus and Betzer, 1996). This is consistent with Hirschi’s claim that they
are all interrelated in some way. The following diagram illustrates the interdependent
relationship between delinquency and attachment to parents and peers.
Delinquency

Attachment
to Peers

Attachment
to Parents

Anderson, Holmes, and Ostresh (1999) examined differences in boys’ and girls’ level of
attachment to parents and peers and the effects of these attachments on the severity of
self-reported delinquency. They found that attachment to parents reduced boys’
14
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delinquency and attachment to peers reduced girls’ delinquency (Anderson et al., 1999).
What is interesting about the above study is the influence of gender. Few studies up to
date include an analysis on the relationship between self-control, social control and
gender. Future research that looks at differences between males and females would offer
a unique perspective because gender is most often overlooked in research.
More recent research includes the integration of other theories, in particular, selfcontrol theory, to complement social bond theory. Wright et al. (1999) analyzed a unique
longitudinal study conducted by Silva and Stanton of 1037 individuals in Dunedin, New
Zealand. They focused on four types of bonds: bonds with delinquent peers, and bonds
with school, work, and the family. They found that low self-control, (measured by lack
of concentration, irritability, distractibility, impulsivity, lack of persistence, inattention,
hyperactivity, antisocial behaviour, physical response to conflict, and risk taking)
disrupted social bonds. Individuals with low self-control had diminished bonds to society
and a greater likelihood of delinquency. “This being the case, we believe that a
promising avenue for criminological theories continues to be bringing these two
processes together” (Wright et al., 1999: 503).
Nakhaie et al.’s (2000) study validates this belief by bridging the gap between the
two theories of discussion. Their cross-sectional survey of 2495 students in Edmonton,
Alberta, tested the relationship between self-control, social control and delinquency while
controlling for age, gender, ethnicity and social class. Their main finding was that “not
only do self and social control strongly and significantly effect all types of delinquency,
but also they significantly interact” (Nakhaie et al., 2000: 49). Their index of social
control included peer attachment, parental involvement and commitment to school.
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Another important finding that emerged out of their study was that involvement with
parents, followed by school commitment, had the strongest predictive power for all types
of delinquency.
While Social Control Theory has been examined and challenged more so in the
past, the General Theory has received much more attention recently, and is the topic of
concern when looking for explanations of crime, delinquency and imprudent behaviours.
Efforts in trying to find sound explanations of crime, delinquency and imprudent
behaviours partially account for the vast amount of attention Gottfredson and Hirschi’s
general theory has come to entertain. Much of the research that has surfaced in regards to
the General Theory of Crime has been done so to evaluate or empirically test the theory’s
utility. Precisely, many researchers have focused on the criteria or components that
Gottfredson and Hirschi believe to comprise a representative measure of self-control.
Whereas some researchers have used attitudinal measures (personality traits, ie. “I
am impatient”, “I am sympathetic”) in their efforts of trying to measure self-control,
other researchers have used behavioural measures (for the purposes of this study physical actions/behaviours one engages in, ie. kick, bite, hit other children) in an attempt
of encapsulating self-control. After extensively reviewing the literature, one
commonality that always seems to arise is that there is room for different indicators to be
looked at in trying to develop a more accurate measure of self-control. “We would
encourage others to develop alternative measures. Additional scales will perhaps produce
different results, when testing the propositions found in Gottfredson and Hirschi’s
theory” (Ameklev et al., 1999: 328). For instance, consistent with Hirschi and
Gottfredson’s (1993) belief in the superiority of behavioural measures, Keane et al.
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clearly prefer the use of these measures as part of self-control. Keane et al. (1993) used
observations of individual behaviours to test self-control. They measured self-control
through physical evidence obtained from the research site (i.e. subjects failure to wear a
seat belt and blood-alcohol content), together with self-report measures (i.e. questions
regarding alcohol consumption and attitudes towards impaired driving). They found
behavioural measures to be superior to self-report measures in their attempt to find which
measure could better account for low self-control (Keane et al., 1993). Nonetheless,
despite their efforts in trying to establish which is more adequate (attitudinal or
behavioural measures), no firm answer has surfaced on the best or most appropriate
method of measurement for self-control as a concept.
Ameklev et al. (1993) used interviews with 394 adults randomly drawn from a
large southwestern city in the United States. They utilized the criteria put forth by
Gottfredson and Hirschi to explore the generality of the General Theory of Crime, by
examining the link between low self-control and imprudent behaviours (smoking,
drinking, gambling). Whereas Gottfredson and Hirschi contend that the six components
are constitutive of low self-control and tend to come together to form a single
unidimensional latent trait, Ameklev et al. arrived at conclusions contrary to this
contention. Their findings suggest that the six components are not equally predictive of
imprudent behaviour. “Low self-control might be more predictive of imprudence if the
simple tasks and physical activities components were deleted from the low self-control
composite” (Ameklev et al., 1993: 242). Coupled with this finding, they contend that the
risk-seeking component by itself might be stronger than the revised composite. By way
of conclusion they suggest that whether using the six components or the revised
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composite with only the four components, low self-control does successfully predict an
overall index of imprudence.
Grasmick et al. (1993) used interviews with 395 adults randomly drawn from the
city of Oklahoma, to test the empirical validity of the General Theory of Crime. The
researchers concluded that “the six components we have identified as Gottfredson and
Hirschi’s definition of low self-control appear to coalesce into a single personality trait”
(Grasmick et al., 1993: 17). Although inconsistent with Ameklev et al.’s (1993) study,
the results are consistent with Brownfield and Sorenson’s (1993) study as well as
Ameklev et al.’s (1999) study. Moreover, Grasmick et al. found that the physical activity
items tended to have the lowest loadings, leading to the conclusion that this might be the
weakest on the six-component scale.
Ameklev et al.’s (1999) study produces results more consistent with Gottfredson
and Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime. Ameklev et al. (1999) administered two
separate surveys. The first sample of 394 adults was randomly obtained from a large
southwestern city in the United States and the second sample consisted of 289 Sociology
students from the same city. It is from this study on the dimensionality and invariance of
low self-control, that findings consistent with Gottfredson and Hirschi’s research, but
contrary to Ameklev et al.’s (1993) research surfaces. The researchers' conclusions from
this study suggest that the six components do seem to coalesce into a final latent trait and
that low self-control reflects an invariant criminal predisposition (Ameklev et al., 1999;
LaGrange and Silverman, 1999). As a result of their study, the researchers came not only
to discover that the six components do form a single latent trait, but they also discovered
that impulsivity correlates most strongly with each of the other five elements (Ameklev
et al., 1999).
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Similarly, findings consistent with the ones that evolve out of this research can be
found in Nakhaie et al.’s (2000) study. In their study, the following measures of selfcontrol were employed: risk-seeking, temper, carelessness, impulsivity, restlessness, and
present-orientation, in examining the relationship between self-control, social control,
gender, age, ethnicity, social class and delinquent behaviour (Nakhaie et al., 2000).
“Results offer strong support for the General Theory of Crime, in that self-control is the
strongest predictor of all types of delinquency” (Nakhaie et al., 2000: 35). They found
that both the self-control construct and social control construct are strong predictors of
delinquency for all types of crime, but the self-control construct was the stronger of the
two. Further, they found that the two constructs together (social and self-control) is even
stronger yet (Nakhaie et al., 2000). In regards to their indicators of self-control, they
argue that risk-taking, followed by impulsivity, are the two best predictors of
delinquency. Conversely, they found present-orientation, restlessness, and carelessness
did not relate to any measures of delinquency (Nakhaie et al., 2000).
In Gibbs et al.’s (1998) study, they too devised a scale which was intended to
measure “cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects of the tendencies related to selfcontrol mentioned by Gottfredson and Hirschi, except physicality, which may have
limited ability to discriminate in a sample of university students” (Gibbs et al., 1998: 55).
The researcher’s scale was comprised of 40 items and was measured by presenting a
continuum in which the category “totally agree” occupied one end, and “totally disagree”
occupied the other. Gibbs et al.’s (1998) study provides support and reliability for a onefactor model, a finding that is contrary to the findings Evans et al. (1997) report.
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IMPORTANCE OF CONTROL VARIABLES ON SELF CONTROL THEORY
Almost all criminological and sociological theories stress the importance of
demographic variables such as age, social class, gender and race/ethnicity when
examining or determining one’s involvement in crime or delinquency. However,
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) General Theory of Crime is one theory that does not
place an emphasis on demographic variables. The authors assert that low self-control
explains crime and delinquency, without having to factor in one’s class, gender or race.
This contention put forth by Gottfredson and Hirschi has generated an abundance of
literature, which has set out to test this claim either in efforts of refuting it or supporting
it. Results purported from Ameklev et al. (1993) study are consistent with the General
Theory of Crime and lend support to the authors contention. While controlling for
demographic factors such as race, gender, and age, the researchers found none o f the
above to change self-controls’ effect on delinquency. In other words, consistent with
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s beliefs, low self-control explained delinquency regardless of
one’s race, gender or age. “Our theory will apply to all of these cases.. .self-control,
according to the theory accounts for all variations by sex, race, age, and explains all
crimes at all times” (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 117). Burton et al. (1998) while
testing the General Theory of Crime used self-reported measures of imprudent
behaviours and crime as the dependent variable found support for Gottfredson and
Hirschi’s theory. The researchers concluded that “self control holds promise in
explaining both male and female offending behaviours and has generality across gender
groups” (Burton et al. 1998: 134). Longshore’s (1998) study also reaffirms the claim put
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forth by Gottfredson and Hirschi. The author discovered that low self-control’s impact
on crime was relatively unaffected by gender or age.
Contrary to the above findings and Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory are the
results put forth by Wood et al.’s (1993) study. The researchers concluded that both age
and gender had significant effects on self-control. More specifically, the results revealed
that males were significantly more likely to report involvement in criminal behaviours
such as illegal substance abuse, theft and vandalism. Results reported in Nakhaie et al.’s
(2000) study also highlight the importance of demographic variables. The researchers
concluded that “gender, age, and ethnicity maintain a significant relationship with
delinquency even after controlling for self- and social control” (Nakhaie et al. 2000: 35).
Contrary to Gottfredson and Hirschi, different rates of crime among genders,
classes and ethnicities are shown in the literature. However, they attribute lower female
delinquency to closer parental supervision of females, and consequently, higher levels of
self-control. Aside from gender however, the other key variables, social class and
ethnicity, although in the general theory’s causal model, have not been addressed at any
great lengths in empirical literature. Gottfredson and Hirschi maintain that different rates
of delinquency among genders, social classes and ethnicities are attributed to different
levels of self-control. The only explanation offered by the theorists is that racial
differences in rates of offending can be attributed to differential child-rearing practices
among ethnic/racial groups (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 153).
Unfortunately, the variables gender and ethnicity will not be included in this
research because of the inaccessibility of data, and no further conclusions can be drawn.
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However, social class will be included as a control variable to see if it has an effect, if
any, on delinquency, or if it is related to self and social control.
Despite the vast amount of literature that has been dedicated to verifying or
confirming the empirical validity of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory, no firm
conclusion can be drawn on this matter. According to Akers, “To date.. .there has not
been enough research conducted to test the self-control theory directly in order to come to
any firm conclusions about its empirical validity” (Akers, 1997: 95). What Akers means
when he states that there is a lack of research “directly” testing self-control, is that rather
the research “assumes” low self-control from the commission of certain acts (i.e. drinking
and driving). Over the past several years, there have been more studies which tests selfcontrol, however, evidence suggesting that the theory is empirically valid and error free
have yet to surface. While evidence confirming or supporting Gottfredson and Hirschi’s
general theory of crime is limited, so is not the case with the criticisms that have
assaulted their logic, premises, and arguments. Although one need not be part of a
theoretical camp in order to accentuate logical inconsistencies and criticisms found
within self-control theory, typically, the criticisms that Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory
come to host, do stem from alternate theoretical positions.

CRITICISMS WHICH PLAGUE THE GENERAL THEORY OF CRIME
Justification for critically scrutinizing Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory
arises out of any limitations that plague the theory. It is important that these be dealt with
and possibly remedied, in order to strengthen and extend the utility of the theory. First
and foremost, the most common criticism of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory is that it is
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tautological (Akers, 1991; Geis, 2000). “In logical tautologies, the theoretical relations
between concepts may be derived from or are indistinguishable from their definitions”
(Geis, 2000). It is important to note that despite making this error of ‘tautology’, this
does not disqualify the quality or logic of the theory in question. Rather, tautologies
merely indicate uncertainty at best on part of the analyst about the meaning of the
variables involved (Geis, 2000). However, this problem of tautology must be resolved
before research can really determine its empirical validity. Basically, the theory
hypothesizes that low self-control is the cause of criminal behaviour, and criminal
behaviour is marked by an absence of self-control. “Gottfredson and Hirschi do not
identify operational measures of low self control as separate from the very tendency to
commit crime that low self control is supposed to explain. Propensity toward crime and
low self control appear to be one and the same” (Akers, 1997: 93). The variables they
have chosen to comprise a representative measure of low self-control (impulsive,
aggressive, drug-use, etc) are the same variables they define as crime and analogous
behaviours.
To further this argument, Geis contends that Gottfredson and Hirschi list what
they believe are the elements of criminal activity, as well as the elements of low selfcontrol, and then insist that the second tends to cause the first. Consequently, the theory
is not only tautological; it is also probabilistic, rather than deterministic. For example,
Gottfredson and Hirschi state that, “People who lack self-control will tend to be
impulsive, insensitive, physical, risk-taking, shortsighted, and nonverbal, and they will
tend therefore to engage in criminal and analogous acts” (1990: 90). In addition to this,
Gottfredson and Hirschi resort to “opportunity”, as a crutch to cover what otherwise
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might be inexplicable. The idea of opportunity is employed to account for predictions
based on their formulation that might fall short. They assert that a lack of opportunity to
commit crime accounts for those individuals, who manage to refrain from crime, even
though they lack self-control (Geis, 2000: 42). One may ask: How many exceptions are
to be permitted before the theory can be regarded as falsified?
Another quandary with the General Theory is that it is known for making large
claims that it cannot support. Gottfredson and Hirschi claim that “(self control) accounts
for all variations by sex, culture, age and circumstances and explains all crimes at all
times, and for that matter, many forms of behaviour that are not sanctioned by the state”
(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 117). Moreover, they claim that offenders are versatile;
“our portrait of the burglar applies equally well to the white collar offender, the organized
crime offender, the dope dealer, and the assaulter; they are, after all the same people”
(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 74). By lumping all kinds of crimes into one large scale
based on low self-control, they effectively mask the real difference in causation at the
individual level. Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that there is no need to be concerned
with explaining specialization in criminal acts, for it does not exist. “The reason for all
this interchangeability among crimes must be that diverse events provide benefits with
similar qualities, such qualities as immediacy, brevity of obligation and effortlessness”
(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 21). Basically, what the General Theory is stating is that
their theory is all-inclusive and no other theory is necessary to make up for what they
cannot explain. This may be justified by their claim that “self control” spells out crime
for all types of criminals and all criminal acts in all cultures for males and females of all
ages, and remains stable over the life-course of an individual.
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However, contrary to their claim, a longitudinal study of 1000 men conducted by
Laub and Sampson (1993) indicates that there is some continuity from childhood
delinquency to adult crime, but changes in criminal propensity later in life were explained
by changes in the person’s social life, family and employment. They argue that
variations in adult crime unexplained by childhood behaviour are directly related to the
strength of adult’s job stability, marital cohesion, etc. Laub and Sampson further note
“Change is central to our model... the adult life course matters regardless of how one
get’s there... we do not deny the reality of self-selection or that persons may sometimes
create their own environment” (Laub and Sampson, 1993: 319-320).
Furthermore, Gottfredson and Hirschi claim that there are no marked differences
between people who commit different offences, and they insist that white-collar crime is
no different from any other form of crime. They claim that the “general theory of crime
accounts for the frequency and distribution of white collar crime in the same way as it
accounts for the frequency and distribution of all other forms of crime, including rape,
vandalism, and simple assault” (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 181). Similarly, “they
(white collar offenders) are too people of low self-control, inclined to follow monetary
impulse without consideration of the long-term costs of behaviour” (Gottfredson and
Hirschi, 1990: 190-91). Yet, Benson and Moore (1992) found that white-collar offenders
clearly differ from other types of offenders. White-collar offenders do not commit other
offences and /or engage in deviant behaviour to nearly the extent that other offenders do
(Akers, 1997: 94). If Gottfredson and Hirschi’s view of white collar criminals was
correct, than it would follow that white collar offenders do not specialize in white collar
offences, but rather, they would commit spontaneous, impulsive crimes as street
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criminals do. However, the opposite is true; the offences white-collar offenders partake
in are bank embezzlement, bribery, tax violations, false claims and fraud. According to
the General Theory, criminals are more likely to engage themselves in analogous
behaviours such as drug and alcohol use, divorce, fast cars, promiscuous sex and unstable
jobs. If this proposition is true of criminals, logically, it should also be true of whitecollar criminals (Benson and Moore, 1992: 253-54).
Many researchers have conducted studies and concluded that as a group, whitecollar criminals can be clearly distinguished from street criminals. Benson and Moore
(1992) conducted a study on 2,462 individuals sentenced for white-collar crimes
including bank embezzlement, bribery, income-tax violations, false claims, and mail
fraud. While comparing the level of self-control between so called ‘common offenders’
(measured by narcotics and theft) and white collar offenders, the researchers found that
white-collar offenders begin offending at a later stage in life and engage in it at a lesser
frequency. Gottfredson and Hirschi claim that people with low self-control are prone to
engaging in a wide variety of criminal and deviant acts. However, research shows that
most white-collar criminals do not display this kind of generalized deviance. To further
illustrate how they can be differentiated, the analogous behaviours they participate in
cannot even compare to the number of street criminals who do. Street criminals are twice
as likely as their white-collar counterparts to drink excessively, twice as likely to receive
below-grade averages in school or social adjustment, and nine times more likely to use
drugs. Results of this study oppose the claim of self-control theory that all offenders are
essentially the same people (Benson and Moore, 1992).
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Benson and Moore’s study suggests that white-collar offenders have at least
moderate, if not considerable, self-control, and the causal route to white-collar crime is
unique. White-collar offenders have sufficient self-control to hold back from crime, but
when their financial security is threatened and a quick solution is viable, they are
externally motivated to secure their position. Gottfredson and Hirschi ignore this reality;
that any given level of self-control may be overcome by changes in an individual’s
personal situation. According to Gottfredson and Hirschi, self-control is stable; therefore,
persons with low self-control will have a stable tendency to commit deviant acts at all
stages of life and across all social circumstances. However, the reality is that self-control
is not a stable construct; rather, it is transitory and influenced by social and economic
conditions. Consequently, when the environment changes so does the likelihood that an
individual will exercise self control or lack thereof. Coleman claims that it is not an
internal lack of self control, but rather a broader, macro-social and economic process that
is the driving force behind white collar crimes: Capitalism. Based on a culture of
competition, capitalism promotes and justifies the pursuit of material self-interest at the
expense of others and in violation of the law (Benson and Moore, 1992: 253-69).
Overall, the General Theory does not fulfill its claim that low self-control can explain all
types of crime and criminals. “The validity of the theory’s claim to explain all crime at
all times among all offenders, thereby proving itself to be a general theory of crime, thus
remains to be demonstrated in further research” (LaGrange and Silverman, 1999: 64).
Aforementioned, according to Gottfredson and Hirschi, the General Theory
applies to all types of crimes regardless of social class, gender and ethnicity of the
perpetrators. As a consequence of this belief, sufficient tests of the generality and
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consistency of low self-control as an explanation of criminality across different
demographic groups (social class, race and gender) are relatively absent in the literature.
“One key issue is whether low self-control as a general construct comprises similar
elements and operates similarly for different subgroups.. .some evidence suggests that it
may not” (LaGrange and Silverman, 1999: 48). There are questions that remain to be
answered. If self-control is an important factor in explaining criminality, how does social
class, race and gender impact on crime? Do any of these other factors matter? Hirschi
(1969) found there to be no important relation between socioeconomic status and rate of
self-reported delinquency in an area. With regards to race, he did find a significant
difference between blacks and whites self-reported delinquency, but attributes these
different crime rates to differences in self and social control mechanisms (Hirschi, 1969:
66). Inconsistent with this assertion, Nakhaie et al (2000) found that in all of the
analyses, gender, age, and ethnicity maintained their significant and independent effects
on delinquency.
The literature on social class offers views from both ends of the spectrum. Most
research is consistent with the view that the lower class is more prone to delinquency.
Merton’s Anomie Theory provides an explanation of the concentration of crime in lower
class urban areas. Anomie is the form that society takes when there is a large gap
between valued cultural ends and legitimate societal means to those ends. High levels of
anomie in lower-class are hypothesized to be the cause of the high delinquency rate in
this group. They are deprived of legitimate opportunities and therefore resort to crime to
attain what they want (Akers, 1997: 119). Nonetheless, there is a large body of research
(Braithwaite, 1981; Hagan, 1992; Kohn, 1962) that offers an explanation for the
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completely opposite view; that middle and upper class have higher delinquency rates.
Braithwaite found that when interviewed, lower class youth do not report that they have
been in trouble with the law any more than middle class respondents. His explanation for
his findings is that middle class youth are under greater pressure to succeed and have
higher aspirations for success, and it is failure that leads them to commit crime
(Braithwaite, 1981).
Hagan (1992) argues that the correlation of class and crime is weakly reflected in
self-report analyses of adolescents. He found that middle and upper class have a more
open opportunity structure and access to second chances facilitates their involvement in
delinquency. Based on the arguments of Braithwaite and Hagan, it may appear as though
there is a higher level of crime in the lower class, but upon closer analysis and through
use of self-report studies, the reality comes out - that both classes are involved in
delinquency. Middle class youth may be involved in delinquency just as much as lowerclass youth are but they are not caught by their parents or the police, or they are given
second chances and we only find out about it when they admit to it in self-report studies.
Contrary to Hagan’s (1992) findings, Hagan, Gillis and Simpson (1987) found that in
self-report studies, middle and upper class people have more to lose by self-disclosure
and have more incentive to lie (Hagan et al., 1987: 1162). Once again, the research
literature on class offers findings from both ends of the continuum and fails to provide
consistent support for a class-crime relationship.
From another angle, researchers contend that it is parental values that are the main
cause of delinquency, particularly in the middle-class. Kohn (1962) argues that
differences in occupations parallel differences in parental values and child-rearing
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practices. He found that the majority of middle-class work involves manipulation of
ideas and symbols and the individual is self-directed, whereas lower-class work typically
involves the manipulation of things and the individual being closely supervised by
authority. The characteristics of work carry over to the values that one hold regarding
child rearing. Middle class parental values are developmental; parents want their
children to learn, share, cooperate and confide in them. They encourage a greater degree
of self-direction. Working class and lower class parental values are traditional; parents
want their child to obey and respect adults and follow rules set down by external
authorities. “Parent-child relationships in the middle class are consistently reported as
more acceptant and egalitarian while those in working class are oriented to maintain
order and obedience” (Kohn, 1962: 479). Kohn’s reasoning is that the values that
working and lower class parents instill in their children are not conducive to involvement
in delinquency. Regardless of the above findings, it remains in the large body of
sociological literature that consistent with Merton’s view, crime is concentrated in lowerclass urban areas.
Hagan and McCarthy (1997), in their book Mean Streets, offer a unique
qualitative perspective on the class-crime relationship, with a focus on approximately 400
young people who left home and school to live on the streets of Toronto and Vancouver.
They conducted extensive interviews with street-youth and youth in school to compare
the two, and determine if there is a relationship between homelessness and crime. Hagan
and McCarthy wanted to understand the criminal experiences of youth who live on the
streets. “Social scientists neglect of homeless youth may have resulted from tendencies
to conceptualize narrowly such youth as runaways and to concentrate on origins of
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leaving home rather than consequences of being on the street” (Hagan and McCarthy,
1997: 7). Their main finding was that criminal involvement is not only more prevalent
among street youth than among school youth, but also, more frequent and serious.
However, in order to understand street youth and their involvement in crime, it is
important to examine the circumstances that lead them to leave home in the first place.
A key finding is that less than one-third of street youth came from families that
were intact and the majority of respondents reported living in a number of family
situations constituted by divorce and remarriage. Hagan and McCarthy measure family
structure in terms of the intactness of the family - with both biological parents. The most
frequent explanations given for leaving home were incompatibility with parents and
stepparents, disrupted and dysfunctional families, neglectful parents, coercive and
abusive parents, parental rejection, and little if any attachment to parents. Many street
youth also reported problems in school, with respect to understanding the material and
conflicts with teachers and other students. It can be logically inferred from these findings
that street youth are lacking in the extent of “social controls” in their lives, in particular,
attachment to parents and commitment to school.
In addition to familial relationship problems, class seems to be another factor that
affects whether or not youth will leave home. Hagan and McCarthy refer to “surplus
population families”, which are characterized by either a single parent who is
unemployed, or a household where both parents are unemployed (Hagan and McCarthy,
1997: 66). The other categories of class utilized in their study include separate
employers, petty bourgeoisie, supervisors and workers. They found that street youth
come from all classes, but more street youth came from surplus population families than
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did school youth. Moreover, compared to being from a supervisor class family, being
from a surplus population family quadruples the odds of youth taking to the street, and
surplus population families are the only class category that significantly increases the
odds of leaving home (Hagan and McCarthy, 1997: 66-68). The researchers argue that
class operates in the background of crime when it establishes the conditions of parenting.
Parents who experience economic strain associated with unemployment, are likely to use
coercive control in their families. Parental employment problems represent class
background factors that encourage family disruption (Hagan and McCarthy, 1997; 56).
It is important to note that not only is there a background causal process that leads
to being on the street, but the street itself produces crime. Hagan and McCarthy are
supportive of an approach that emphasizes that class conditions can be both background
and foreground causes of crime. Once youth leave home and they are living on the street,
they face many foreground situations that many of us take for granted in our everyday
lives, mainly finding shelter and food. Many of them report doing things for money and
food that they normally would not do, such as resorting to crime as a response to
immediate circumstances. The researchers found that offending is an important, if only,
source of income for many street youth. According to most youth, non-criminal means of
meeting their needs simply could not match the returns provided by crime. Furthermore,
Hagan and McCarthy found crimes to be gender-specific, with males more likely to
commit theft, and females more likely to resort to prostitution in order to survive. They
found that the average youth on the street had stolen food, worked in the sex trade and
committed serious theft (Hagan and McCarthy, 1997: 90-92).
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In addition to the fact that crime is the most viable solution to many of the
recurrent problems that street youth face, they also have more of an “opportunity” to
engage in crime than do school youth. The adverse experience of street life leads to an
embeddedness in criminal networks and exposure to mentors who transmit skills and
facilitate involvement in crime. Youth spend a lot of time “hanging out” on the street and
this provides the opportunity to interact with others who are involved in crime and leam
criminal techniques. In summation, disadvantaged class backgrounds of parents can lead
to family disruption, which increases the likelihood of youth taking to the street, and the
street in turn, becomes a foreground cause of crime. The problem of day-to-day survival
while living on the street and desperate situations, combined with increased opportunity,
leads to street crime.
In addition to the variable social class, gender is another variable of which
researchers have differing views. Susan Miller and Cynthia Burack offer a feminist
critique of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory on account of its selective
inattention to gender and power positions. The theory may be appealing to some because
of its simplicity; however, from a feminist perspective, general theories are more
incredulous than they are convincing because of what they fail to address. Miller and
Burack argue that the General Theory pays little attention to the significance of gender as
a power relationship. Moreover, it creates a false gender-neutral theory by ignoring
gender power differences and inequalities. By not examining the significance of gender,
their strategy undermines an accurate depiction of reality of how men and women’s lives
differ (Miller and Burack, 1993: 116). In addressing criminality, male and female
criminals should not be regarded as the same, and neither should the acts of rape,

33

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

embezzlement, and murder or car theft. “The theory’s inattention to inequitable power
distributions in the relationships and in society creates a flawed accounting of how the
general theory of crime can be applied to crimes specifically targeted against women,
namely rape and intimate violence” (Miller and Burack, 1993: 120). Secondly, the theory
does not account for the crime of male violence against women. Gottfredson and Hirschi
reduce the act of rape to a sexual act (sex without courtship) when it should be regarded
as a violent offence utilized by men to gain power over women. For example,
Gottfredson and Hirschi categorize rape as one of a number of similar crimes of
compulsiveness. This minimizes the distinctiveness of the act of rape form other
offences stemming from low self-control, such as gambling (Miller and Burack, 1993:
120).

Finally, Miller and Burack criticize the General Theory for placing the onus of
child rearing upon mothers, and blaming mothers for ineffective socialization of children.
“In Gottfredson and Hirschi’s discussions of parental supervision, the blame for
criminality is placed neither on social institutions, their underlying ideology, nor the
limitations they impose, but on convenient individuals: putatively, the parents, actually,
the mother” (Miller and Burack, 1993: 125). Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that single
mothers, even though they are just as effective at controlling delinquency, lack a social
and/or psychological support system and are more likely to be involved in negative,
abusive contacts with their children. Furthermore, they claim that mothers who work
outside the home leave the house unguarded for large portions of the day, and therefore
cannot supervise their children. Gottfredson and Hirschi place the responsibility for
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deterring childhood and adolescent criminality upon women (Miller and Burack, 1993:
126-27).
Another instance in which Gottfredson and Hirschi fail to view behaviour in a
“gendered” context is evident in their analysis of domestic violence. They argue that
“people with low self-control tend to have minimal tolerance for frustration and little
ability to respond to conflict through verbal rather than physical means” (Gottfredson and
Hirschi, 1990: 90). Viewing domestic violence in this way ignores the patriarchal
structure of society that exists. Studies have revealed that male batterers gain the long
term benefits of absolute power, authority and control, exercised over the female in the
household. The goal of domestic violence is not to satisfy men’s needs of immediate,
simple gratification and excitement, but it is engaged in with every intention of gaining
power and control over women. Ultimately, this is a problem that is deeply rooted within
the patriarchal structure of society, not within the individual (Miller and Burack, 1993:
122).

Despite its many theoretical shortcomings, can the General Theory of Crime
explain gender differences in delinquency? Can it explain why females are substantially
less likely than males to engage in delinquent/criminal acts? Gottfredson and Hirschi
attribute gender differences in criminality to differences in opportunity. They contend
that females are more closely supervised and have fewer opportunities to engage in
delinquency; however, given the same opportunities as males, female involvement in
crime would dramatically increase. Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that inadequate
parental management produces low self-control, and because parents more closely
monitor females, while giving males more independence, boys are more likely to develop
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low self-control. “All of the characteristics associated with low self-control tend to show
themselves in the absence of nurturance, discipline, or training” (Gottfredson and Hirschi,
1990: 95). Hagan et al.’s (1985) study found that in more traditional, patriarchal families,
characterized by male dominance and authority, girls are socialized to be passive and
submissive, while boys on the other hand, are socialized to be independent risk takers.
This is a pattern that produces gender stratification in delinquency rates. This contention
is strongly related to Hagan’s “Power Control Theory”, which purports the idea that
power and class relations in the larger social structure may affect gender-stratified
socialization (Hagan et al., 1985). Power Control Theory is an attempt to unpack the
importance of gender in the production of delinquency. Proponents of Power Control
Theory contend that female criminality cannot be explained by male versus female
opportunity differences. “While a portion of gender differences may be a function of
socialization and differential patterns of supervision, these factors do not explain the
persisting gender differences in crime participation” (Brannigan, 1997: 417). Gottfredson
and Hirschi’s explanation for gender differences in offending does not address what the
sources of those differences may be beyond low self-control and opportunity. “The
question remains open, therefore, whether these constructs are adequate to explain gender
differences in offending, or whether some additional element needs to be introduced”
(LaGrange and Silverman, 1999: 62).
Naffine (1987) criticizes power-control theory for failing to adequately address
the interaction between gender and criminality. Naffine criticizes Hagan, Simpson and
Gillis’ theory in that although it associates conformity with females, it equates
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conformity with passiveness, rather than rational decision-making. A law-abiding female
loses individuality and becomes flaccid and lifeless (Naffine, 1987).
Female crime participation is shaped not by lack of self-control or opportunity,
but by societal acceptance of gender-hierarchical social roles. The socialization of
females’ conditions them into states of powerlessness and dependence. “When girls or
women do offend, they do so in distinctive, ‘female’ ways” (LaGrange and Silverman,
1999: 44). A peculiarity exists about being male or female that persists in predicting
differences in behaviour. Therefore, the analysis of male and female criminality must be
carried out distinctively and include a discussion of the patriarchal social structure as a
possible causal factor. Gottfredson and Hirschi ignore the deep structural reasons for
differences in differential supervision of male and female children. They also ignore the
need for special theories to explain male and female crime. Their concept of low selfcontrol provides a partial, but not complete explanation for marked gender differences in
offending. LaGrange and Silverman attest that further research into the theory’s
explanations of gender differences is warranted. Moreover, variables other then gender,
such as race and social class are attributable to differences in low self-control and have
not been addressed by Gottfredson and Hirschi.
The literature review offers mixed support for the general theory of crime. The
literature suggests independent effects of class, race, ethnicity and gender. In addition to
this, most of the studies’ samples found in the literature have focused on or utilized either
older children or adults. Moreover, there seems to be some questions as to whether selfcontrol can be best measured in behavioural or attitudinal terms. Finally, most of the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

studies are limited to local or regional samples, few of which are national in a Canadian
context.
This research proposes to test the General Theory of Crime and Social Control
Theory by utilizing the following unique components:
A national study of children aged 12-13 in Canada will reveal if there
are any differences in delinquency across the various provinces, and confirm
whether existing literature is correct in stating that crimes increase from East
to West (Linden, 1996; Hagan and McCarthy, 1997).
A unique conceptualization of attachment (parental & peer are separate), and
involvement (community & extracurricular activities are separate). This
conceptualization is based on recent theoretical research and literature.
Evaluating the relative strength of behavioural indicators of self-control
(overt physical actions) as opposed to attitudinal indicators of self-control
(personality attributes / traits), while comparing self-control with social control.
An additional variable, “physical response”, is included as another dimension of
self-control, being that it has rarely shown itself in the research literature.
This will confirm whether people with low self-control are “physical” as
opposed to “mental” (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 90). Moreover,
while Gottfredson and Hirschi never used physical response as a measure of
self-control, the operationalization is consistent with Wright et al. (1999), as
will be discussed in the research design.

Although gender and ethnicity are not used as control variables in this research,
because of limitations to access of the entire data set, there are a number of other unique
control variables that will be utilized. They include social class, region, and money
received weekly from parents. First and foremost, the literature on social class offers
mixed support for the effect of class on delinquency. This study intends to further test
its’ importance. Does class really have no effect on delinquency as Gottfredson and
Hirschi claim? Alternatively, are Hagan and McCarthy correct in their assertion that
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class influences the level of social control that youth have and the amount of crime they
engage in?
Secondly, because this is a national study, the researcher can examine whether
any differences in rates of offending exist across the various provinces, and provide a
unique insight into existing literature. Thus far, it has been shown in the research
literature that Western Canada has higher rates of crime than any other area. For
example, Linden (1996) argues that criminal behaviour is correlated with geographical
region. Crime rates show a definite regional pattern within Canada with the highest rates
in the West. The Atlantic Provinces, Quebec and Ontario have lower crime rates. Linden
found that patterns are persistent over time and for both violent and property crime. “The
victimization rates for both household property crime and violent crime are highest in
British Columbia and the Prairie Provinces. Atlantic region has the lowest household
victimizations rates and Quebec has the lowest violent victimization rates” (Linden,
1996: 27). The logical conclusion that follows from these findings is that crime rates
increase as one moves from East to Western Canada.
In concordance with Linden’s findings (1996), Hagan and McCarthy (1997)
found that delinquency rates are higher in Western Canada. In their study, they found
that although Toronto is much larger than Vancouver, Vancouver has a higher
delinquency rate. Vancouver youth spend more nights on the street than Toronto youth,
report having more criminal opportunities than Toronto youth, are twice as likely to be
involved in street crime, and are exposed to more theft, drugs and prostitution than are
Toronto youth (Hagan and McCarthy, 1997: 232). These differences are attributed to the
ways in which the cities of Toronto and Vancouver respond to street youth and crime.
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Toronto relies upon a “Social Welfare Model” - where children can receive welfare at the
age of 16 and readily has organizations available to provide shelter for homeless youth
and more opportunities to get back in school and find employment. In contrast, the
British Columbia Provincial Government considers an individual to be a child until they
reach age 19. It is very rare for younger teens to collect welfare and there are no
developed systems of hostels or shelters for street youth. Vancouver relies upon a
“Crime Control Model” - where police are more likely to lay criminal charges and youth
are more likely to be convicted and sent to Government care, foster/group homes, or jail.
This lack of services and programs and emphasis on crime-control in Vancouver is
responsible for the higher rates of youth crime (Hagan and McCarthy, 1997: 108-109).
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HYPOTHESES
Although much of the focus of today’s research has shifted attention away from
Social Control Theory and towards the General Theory of Crime, Nakhaie et al.’s (2000)
study reaffirms the importance of examining the two simultaneously. The objective of
this study is to investigate the relationship between self-control and delinquency, and
social-control and delinquency. An attempt will be made to explain delinquency by
isolating causal relationships among the independent variables (measures of self-control
and social control) and the dependent variable (measures of delinquency). Not only does
this study propose to test the effect of Self-Control Theory and Social Control on the
various indexes of delinquency and overall delinquency, it also intends on testing the
following hypotheses:

1. Self-Control Theory is more apt in explaining all types of delinquency than is
Social Control Theory, for it emphasizes the importance of internal control
rather than external control.
2. Behavioural / physical measures of self-control are better predictors of
delinquency than attitudinal measures of self-control.
3. The interaction of Social Control Theory and Self Control Theory together,
offers the most explanatory power in explaining juvenile delinquency.
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CHAPTER III
METHQDOLODY
SAMPLE
Data for this research were developed jointly by Human Resources Development
Canada and Statistics Canada. Together these agencies created the National Longitudinal
Survey fo r Children and Youth (NLSCY), which targeted two populations. First, the
longitudinal sample represents the population of children aged 1 year to 11 years in a
province in 1994. The cross-sectional sample covers children aged 1 year to 13 years in a
province in 1996. Moreover, the NLSCY was administered in two cycles. In Cycle one
there were 22,831 responding children in 13,439 households. Of this number, 16,897
longitudinal children in 11,190 households were retained and surveyed again in Cycle
two (NLSCY, 1999: 8). This research will be utilizing part of the cross-sectional data
from Cycle two. This study is based on the 4,145 children aged 10 years to 13 years who
answered the Cycle two self-administered questionnaire of approximately 400 questions.
In alluding to the response rate, among the 4,498 selected children aged 10 years to 13
years living in responding households, they found that: no data were available for 8% of
them; 92% of these children answered at least 10 questions and 86% of them answered
more than 100 questions (NLSCY, 1999: 113). However, due to confidentiality and
limitations of using secondary data, the two files, the child file and the corresponding
parent file could not be merged; thus, conclusions could only be drawn on 1144 complete
cases of children aged 12 to 13 years old. Furthermore, the inclusion of the questions
measuring the dependent variable delinquency, were only asked of children aged 10 years
to 13 years.
The cross-sectional sample was obtained through the Labour Force Survey (LFS),
which is conducted on a monthly basis. The LFS collects basic demographic information
about all members of a representative sample of Canadian households as well as labour
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market information about the adults living in these households. The households in the
LFS sample were examined to determine which had children in the desired age groups.
This was the method that was used in the selection of approximately 4,000 new
households added to Cycle 2 of the NLSCY. The total of cross-sectional households that
answered the Cycle 2 questionnaire of the NLSCY was 13,248 households. Of this
number, 20,025 children aged 1 to 13 years were interviewed (NLSCY, 1999: 9).
In the NLSCY study, when the “Person Most Knowledgeable” (PMK) to the child
gave his/her permission, the interviewer provided a questionnaire to the child and
encouraged the child to complete it in a private setting. Upon completion, the
questionnaire was sealed in an envelope to ensure confidentiality of the information
provided by the child. The PMK was not permitted to see the child’s completed
questionnaire, and was informed of this prior to giving permission for the child to
complete the questionnaire. Confidentiality has an important effect on the reliability of
the study; if the children know their parents will not see their responses, they are more
likely to answer the questions truthfully.
While confidentiality has its’ benefits in that it ensures a sense of security in the
respondents, in some instances it may place restraints on the quality of data available to
the researcher. In this case, due to the high emphasis on confidentiality, data on gender,
age, and ethnicity were unavailable to the researcher. This issue will be discussed further
in the limitations section of the analysis.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE
The main focus of this research is to determine which of the two theories better
predicts juvenile delinquency. Self-Control Theory and Social Control Theory were
utilized in conjunction with the “National Longitudinal Survey for Children and Youth”
to answer this major research question. Is it the absence of self-control or is it rather the
absence of social control that best accounts for juvenile delinquency? By a closer
examination and review of the NLSCY data set, the researcher’s intention was not only to
establish that self-control theory has better utility, but also to use the theory as a basis for
policy intervention and implementation of delinquency prevention programs. The
objective of the study was to isolate risk factors associated with low self-control in order
to prevent or limit youth’s future participation in juvenile delinquency. By examining
these risk factors associated with low self and social control, one will gain a more
complete understanding of delinquency, thus making better interventions for young
people possible. In successfully accomplishing such a task, one can be optimistic that the
prevalence of juvenile delinquency will decline or at the very least level off. The results
o f this research will be significant on account of the contribution to the knowledge
regarding how to increase children’s involvement in pro-social behaviours.
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RESEARCH DESIGN
VARIABLES
Independent Variables
The goal of this study is to examine the influence of social control and selfcontrol on juvenile delinquency. Consistent with the literature on the social bond and
self-control, questions were arranged into distinct categories of independent variables,
based on the results of the factor analysis, reliability analysis and theoretical
considerations. Social control was operationalized using a unique seven-part breakdown:
Attachment to parents, attachment to peers, commitment to school, involvement in
community, involvement in extracurricular activities, family status and hours per day
home alone. Self-control was operationalized using a three-part breakdown: restlessness,
self-centeredness, and physical response. (Refer to Appendix A for a detailed list of
questions and answers).
SOCIAL CONTROL
1. Attachment to parents - My parents listen, we solve problems together, I share
secrets with my parents.
2. Attachment to peers - 1 have a lot of friends, get along with other kids, I am well
liked by others.
3. Commitment to school - 1 am doing well in school, have good attendance, do my
homework.
4. Involvement in community - Help volunteer in the community
5. Involvement in extracurricular activities - Play sports, have hobbies
6. Family Status - “Couple” or “Other”
“Couple”: Live with both natural parents (“natural” denotes biological and intact)
“Other”: Single parent (one natural parent)
Reconstituted (natural and step-parent)
Neither natural parent
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{Classification is consistent with Kierkus and Baer (2002)}
7. Hours per day home alone - How much time is spent home alone/day?

The first five categories are based on Hirschi’s conceptualization of social control.
However, “Family Status” and “Hours per day home alone” are unique measures of
social control, but as will be demonstrated, are consistent with the research literature. For
example, Kierkus and Baer (2002), conducted a study on 1,891 school children from the
province of Ontario. The purpose of the study was to determine if the parental
attachment component of social control theory could explain why family structure is
related to delinquency. The researchers measured family structure with four possible
categories: “intact, neither natural parent, reconstituted (step-parent) and single parent”.
The researchers argue that children from non-traditional families (children raised in
homes that are not intact), are significantly more likely to become involved in juvenile
delinquency. They argue that this is so, not just because of the fact that the child is from
a broken home, but because two-parent families represent a better source o f social
control.
Kierkus and Baer (2002) further claim that familial disruption is associated with
juvenile delinquency because it influences a variety of different parent-child interaction
variables. Non-traditional families are likely to be deficient in how well they can provide
social control. For example, single parent families are likely to be deficient in how well
they can provide social control because they were not able to supervise their children as
well as two-parent families. This aspect of supervision also ties in with the final social
control variable used in the present study “Hours Per Day Home Alone”, which will be
discussed shortly.
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Kierkus and Baer measured parental attachment by asking the child about their
affectional relationships with parents, supervision (time spent with parents, parents know
where they are), communication with mother, communication with father, relational
quality (get along well with parents). They found that family structure does indeed
influence the level of parental attachment that a child experiences. Their analysis shows
that children from all three types of non-traditional families are less likely to be attached
to their parents than are children from traditional families. Moreover, they found that
family structure is a significant predictor of almost three-quarters of the delinquent
behaviours in their study. In all of these cases, children from at least one of the three
non-traditional family structures have a significantly higher probability of being
delinquent than those who came from intact homes. Kierkus and Baer concluded that
children from non-traditional family structures experience lower levels of parental
attachment and this deficit in attachment leads to delinquent behaviour (Kierkus and
Baer, 2002).
In addition to Kierkus and Baer’s findings, Rankin and Kern (1994) studied
family structure and found that children with strong attachments to both parents had a
lower probability of self-reported delinquency than did those with a strong attachment to
only one parent. Moreover, they found that children in single-parent homes who had a
strong attachment to the custodial parent had a greater likelihood of delinquency than did
children in intact homes with strong attachments to both parents.
The seventh and final category of social control in this study is “Hours Per Day
Home Alone”. One is safe to assume that in regards to hours /day home alone, as you
increase time alone, and therefore decrease parental supervision, you would see increases
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in delinquency. This is consistent with literature on Social Control Theory. “The child
attached to his parents may be less likely to get into situations in which delinquent acts
are possible, simply because he spends most of his time in their presence” (Hirschi,
1969:88). Hirschi claimed that peers rushed in to fill the void created by estrangement
from parents, and this subsequently reduces attachment to parents, the key element in
delinquency prevention. Moreover, children who perceive their parents as unaware of
their whereabouts are highly likely to have committed delinquent acts.
Hirschi also contended that a consequence of female labour force participation is
that it leaves the house unguarded for large portions of the day. Hirschi states that
children of employed mothers are more likely to be delinquent. However, “when the
mother was able to arrange for supervision of the child, her employment had no effect on
the likelihood of delinquency (Hirschi, 1969: 104).
On the other hand, it is also safe to say that rather than increasing delinquency
youth are involved in, staying home alone may instead decrease it because o f lack of
opportunity to commit crime outside the home. For example, if a child comes home from
school and spends time alone from 4pm to 9pm, it may reduce the opportunity to commit
crime, when compared to children who hang out in public places where they can get into
trouble. The question now becomes, does staying home alone increase or decrease the
amount of delinquency that young people are involved in? Interestingly, this variable can
be argued both ways.

SELF CONTROL
1. Restlessness - Involves attention span, concentration, and impulsiveness
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2. Self-centeredness - 1 am sympathetic, helpful and comforting.
3. Physical Response (behavioural') - Cruel, bully, mean, react with anger and
fighting, kick, bite, hit other children.
It may be argued that restlessness & impulsiveness should be measured as distinct
categories, just as Gottfredson and Hirschi had done in their measure of self-control.
However, the results from the factor analysis and reliability analysis in this study suggest
that they load onto one factor, and the inclusion of the impulsiveness variable with the
restlessness scale does not challenge the validity of the scale.
Whereas restlessness and self-centeredness measure stable personality characteristics,
“physical response” measures frequency of actual physical behaviours that children
engage in, and therefore is a “behavioural” measure while restlessness and self-centered
are “attitudinal” measures. The “physical response” measure of self-control is consistent
with Wright, Capsi, Moffit and Silva’s (1999) operationalization of self-control in their
longitudinal study in New Zealand. Wright et al. analyzed child and adolescent low selfcontrol and social bonds to determine which theory better predicts criminal behaviour.
Their self-control measures included: lack of concentration, irritability, distractibility,
lack of persistence, hyperactivity, inattention, risk-taking, physical response to conflict
and antisocial behaviour. Wright et al. argue that the self-control measures in their study
fit squarely with Gottfredson and Hirschi’s specification of self-control (Wright et al.,
1999: 489). Within the “physical response” category, the following questions were
included:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Responds to conflict physically
Ready to fight when taken advantage of
Ready to hit someone when angry
Does not turn the other cheek when treated badly (Wright et. al, 1999: 511)
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Although three out of four of Wright et al.’s measures are “conditional”; ready to fight or
hit in a certain situation.. the measures in this study are still consistent with Wright et
al.’s. The “react with anger and fighting” category is similar to the “kick, bite and hit
other children; cruel, bully, mean to others” measures in this study. Wright et al. also
used “antisocial behaviour” as a measure of self-control, which includes: “flies off
handle, destroys belongings, fights, disobedient, tells lies, bullies other children, steals
things” (Wright et al., 1999: 510).

Dependent Variable
DELINQUENCY
In addition to the 10 categories of independent variables, this study utilized a total of 21
measures of self-reported delinquent behaviour. Respondents were asked to indicate if
they had committed / been involved in any of the following acts of crime:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Drugs - Bought, sold, used drugs
Theft - Stolen others’ things
Vandalism - Damage, destroy, set fire to property
Violence - Fight with weapon, fired gun, carried gun/knife, sexual assault,
drinking and driving

It is important to note that these measures of violence on the delinquency scale are
serious acts of violence and are distinct from the “physical response” measure of selfcontrol. The indicators of delinquent violence are much more serious acts than are the
indicators of self-control. The purpose of this study is to examine whether low selfcontrol causes delinquency. For example, do childhood behaviours such as kicking,
biting, and hitting other children subsequently lead an individual to commit serious
violent criminal acts, such as fighting with weapons, sexual assault and impaired driving?
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The operationalization of the “physical response” measure of self-control, and the
“violence” measure of delinquency in this study may be criticized for being potentially
tautological - that is, using manifestations of crime to predict crime. Self-control is a
difficult variable to operationalize and the charge of tautology is not a new one. Akers
(1997), notes that the testability of the general theory’s hypothesis that low self-control is
the cause of the propensity toward criminal behaviour is put into question by the fact that
Gottfredson and Hirschi do not define self-control separately from this propensity. “They
do not identify operational measures of low self-control as separate from the very
tendency to commit crime that low self-control is supposed to explain. Propensity toward
crime and low self-control appear to be one and the same” (Akers, 1997: 93). The
problem of tautology is difficult to avoid altogether when testing self-control theory.
The researcher in this study took reasonable care in assuring that the behavioural
measures of self-control and the measures of delinquency are not one and the same, but
that they are logically independent of one another. Again, while the physical response
measure of self-control include more common everyday occurrences exhibited by
children while at school or play, the index of delinquent violence includes very serious,
indictable offences in the Criminal Code of Canada, of which if an individual is found
guilty of such an offence, may spend many years serving a custodial sentence.
Nonetheless, a possible problem of tautology remains, a problem that will be discussed
further in the discussion and conclusion.
In addition, Hirschi and Gottfredson (1993) argue that low self-control is the
general cause of crime and many apparent traits of personality are its byproducts, which
may be rightly used to index levels of self-control, or serve as outcome variables,
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depending on the researchers’ interests. Hirschi and Gottfredson, as an example, state
that temper is caused by low self-control but may also be used as an indicator of low selfcontrol (Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1993: 49). Consistent with their claim, this study may
use “physical response to conflict” as a measure of low self-control, which it does, or as
an outcome of low self-control. The researcher chose to utilize physical response as an
indicator of low self-control and use more serious violent acts as the outcome
(delinquency).
Furthermore, Hirschi and Gottfredson (1993) argue that the best indicators of selfcontrol are the acts that they use self-control to explain: criminal, delinquent and reckless
acts. They also claim that the charge of tautology is a compliment for it asserts that they
have logically produced a consistent result. A non-tautological theory may have a hard
time showing an empirical connection between self-control and delinquency if the two
were completely independent of one another (Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1993: 52).

FACTOR ANALYSIS
A factor analysis was run for all questions used in the research design using the
statistical software package, SPSS. “Factor analysis tells the researcher which variables
tend to clump together - which ones tend to be correlated with each other and not with
other variables” (Aron, 1999: 528). Each so-called “clump” of variables come to form
what is called a “factor”. All questions or variables entered into a factor analysis yield
factor loadings, which like correlations range from -1 (a perfect negative correlation) to
+1 (a perfect positive correlation). As a rule of thumb, a variable whose loading is at
least .3 (or below -.3) can be considered meaningful (Aron, 1999: 528). All categories of
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variables, including attitudinal and behavioural indicators of self-control, were separated
prior to conducting the factor analysis. This decision was based on theoretical
considerations and past research. The factor analysis confirmed that all groups of
questions created by the researcher did indeed belong together.
Social Control (Independent Variable)
From the NLSCY, a total of 19 questions were utilized to measure the dimensions
of social control (See Appendix A). These can further be divided into 3 questions on
attachment to peers, 3 questions on attachment to parents, 4 questions on commitment to
school, 4 questions on involvement in the community, 3 questions pertaining to
involvement in extracurricular activities, 1 question on family status and 1 question on
hours per day home alone. Results from the Principal Components Factor Analysis
suggest that these 19 questions load on 7 factors (See Table 6.1, Appendix B). However,
as Nakhaie et al. (2000) note, “the number of factors with an eigenvalue of greater than
1.0 is, in part, a function of number of items.” The Scree of Discontinuity Test assists
researchers in determining whether the possibility of a one-factor model exists or not.
“.. .The best cut-off point for the appropriate number of factors is where the largest
differential between eigenvalues occurs” (Grasmick et al., 1993). A closer glance at the
principal component analysis reveals support for a one- factor model seeing as the largest
differential between lies between factor one and factor two (See Table 6.1, Appendix B).
Furthermore, a second order principal component factor analysis confirmed that 17 of the
19 questions constructed into scales representing the dimensions of social control load on
a single factor, while family status and hours per day home alone came to represent their
own factors (See Table 6.2, Appendix B). “The four elements are viewed by Hirschi as
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highly intercorrelated” (Akers, 1997: 86). Consequently, an analysis was conducted on
the individual dimensions of social control and on social control as a construct that
incorporated the dimensions (attachment to peers, attachment to parents, commitment to
school, involvement in community, involvement in extracurricular activities) together.
Family status and hours per day home alone were still included as measures of social
control but were excluded from the scale construction of overall social control.
Self-Control (Independent Variable)
In alluding to Self-Control Theory, a total of 21 questions were used as
independent variables, which measure the dimensions of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s
General Theory of Crime. These can further be divided into 8 questions on
restlessness/hyperactivity, 9 questions on self-centeredness and 4 questions representing a
behavioural measures of self-control; “physical response to conflict”. Gottfredson and
Hirschi contend that “since there is a considerable tendency for these traits to come
together in the same people... it seems reasonable to consider them as comprising a
stable construct useful in the explanation of crime” (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990: 9091). Initially, results from the principal component factor analysis are inconsistent with
this contention for the 21 questions loaded onto 3 factors. However, the Scree of
Discontinuity Test, once again revealed support for a one-factor model for the largest
differential between eigenvalues is between factor one and factor two (See Table 6.1,
Appendix B). Subsequent analysis, by way of a second order principal component factor
analysis, further supports the use of a one-factor model. The individual dimensions
(Restlessness, Self Centered, and Physical Response) coalesce onto a single unifying
factor; overall self-control (See Table 6.2, Appendix B).
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Delinquency (Dependent Variable)

The dependent variable, juvenile delinquency, is measured by the occurrence of
deviant acts or imprudent behaviours a young person engages in. The self-administered
questionnaire includes a variety of questions relating to involvement in delinquent acts
such as: drug involvement, theft, vandalism and violence. A factor analysis was not only
conducted on the independent variables, but on the dependent variable as well. The
principal component analysis on a total of 21 questions that asked respondents how often
they were involved in specific acts of delinquency, revealed that these 21 questions also
loaded on five factors. However, using the Scree of Discontinuity Test as criteria for
determining if a one-factor model is plausible revealed this to be so (See Table 6.1,
Appendix B). More support for a one-factor model was generated by the results offered
by the second order principal component analysis. The individual dimensions of
delinquency, which include drugs, theft, vandalism, and violence load onto one factor
(See Table 6.2, Appendix B). Consequently, an overall index of delinquency was created
as was indexes for the different types of delinquency. A total of 2 questions comprised
the drug index, 9 questions for theft, 3 questions for vandalism and 7 questions comprised
the violent scale.

RECODING
All questions used in this research had to be recoded. It is worthwhile to note that
for every question asked in the NLSCY, respondents had the option of selecting “not
applicable”, “don’t know”, “refusal”, or “not stated” as their answer. Therefore, they
were not forced to choose a category. All of the above categories were recoded so that
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any of the above responses ended up being coded as “ system missing”. The numerical
ordering of the responses to the social control items was reversed in the construction of
the scale when necessary, so that higher scale scores indicate greater degrees of
attachment, commitment, and involvement. In this case, to confirm the hypotheses, the
researcher is hoping to find negative correlations, (i.e. high attachment and low
delinquency = neg. correlation).
Family Status was originally coded as follows: (1) Couples (2) Others. The
coding was kept consistent with the exception that the category “Others” was recoded so
that its Old Value =2 and New Value =0, deeming it as the reference category to which
kids whose parents are couples could be compared to.
With regards to Hours per day home alone, the researcher hopes to find positive
correlations (i.e.) higher scores (more hours home alone = more delinquency). Hours Per
Day Home Alone was coded and was left coded as such: (1)1 don’t spend time alone (2)
less than 1 hour a day (3) 1-2 hours a day (4) 3 or more hours a day. The rationale for not
collapsing the categories into either spend time alone or don’t spend time alone is
twofold. First, when checking for linearity with the dependent variable delinquency, no
breaches in linearity were discovered. Secondly, by collapsing categories, information is
lost and generalizations become a lot more general.
As for self-control, the numerical ordering of the responses to the items was
reversed in the construction of the scale when necessary, so that higher scale scores
indicate lower levels of self-control. Alternatively, to confirm the hypotheses in this
case, the researcher is hoping to find positive correlations (i.e. high restlessness and high
delinquency = pos. correlation). Finally, the numerical ordering of the responses to the
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delinquency items was reversed in the construction of the scale when necessary, so that
higher scale scores indicate higher levels of delinquency. See Appendix A for a complete
overview of the questions used to measure social control, self-control, and delinquency
and how each question was recoded.
Just as the independent and dependent variables had to be recoded, so did the
control variables. The controls used in this research that were borrowed from the
NLSCY include Socioeconomic Status, Region, and Money/week from Parents. The
National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth measured SES by five sources.
“Level of education of the Person Most Knowledgeable (PMK), the level of education of
the spouse/partner, the prestige of the PMK’S occupation, the prestige of the occupation
of the spouse/partner, and household income” (NLSCY: 1996: 51). See Appendix D for
how SES was derived and defined. SES was originally coded as follows:
SES
(Less than $13,000)
1. Under-1.7
2. Greater or equal to -1.7 but less than -1.1 ($13,000-$23,000)
3. Greater or equal to -1.1 but less than -0.8 ($23,000 - $27,000)
4. Greater or equal to -0.8 but less than -0.5 ($27,000 - $30,000)
5. Greater or equal to -0.5 but less than -0.2 ($30,000 - $45,000)
6. Greater or equal to -0.2 but less than 0.1
($45,000 - $57,000)
7. Greater or equal to 0.1 but less than 0.7
($57,000 - $68,000)
8. Greater or equal to 0.7 but less than 1.7
($68,000 - $83,000)
(Greater than $83,000)
9. Greater or equal to 1.7
96. Not Applicable
97. Don’t Know
98. Refusal
99. Not Stated
The data set indicates that -1.1 is the cutoff point for employed/unemployed because no
one in the household is employed in the labour force. If a family makes less than
$23,000 per annum, they fall into the “unemployed” category. This SES variable was
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collapsed so that four categories were created. The original coding of SES breached
linearity with the dependent variable, delinquency, as well as the other independent
variables. After SES was collapsed into four categories, linearity was established and
therefore useful conclusions could now be made. The first two categories together came
to represent the category called “Unemployed” (<$23,000). The next two categories
(3,4) represent “Lower-Middle Class”($23,000 > $30,000). Categories 5, 6, and 7 were
collapsed together to create the category called “Middle Class”($30,000 > $68,000).
Finally, categories 8 and 9 were combined to represent the “Upper-Middle
Class”(>$68,000). For purposes of the regressions, a reference category was needed to
which all other variables could be compared. The category “Unemployed” was
designated as the reference category (unemployed = 0) so that Lower-Middle, Middle,
and Upper-Middle Class categories (other =1) could be compared to it.
“Canada, like most countries, but unlike the United States, had no official
definition of poverty. Different agencies and organizations in Canada measure poverty in
different ways” (Ross et al., 2000: 13). The Canadian Council on Social Development
classifies poor children as coming from a family with a yearly income of less than
$20,000, middle-class children as coming from a family with an income of approximately
$45,000, and upper-class children as coming from a family with an income of $80,000 or
greater (Ross et al., 2000: 1). Conversely, Stats Canada defines class in the following
ways: low-income households have an income of less than $30,000, middle-income
household have an income of $30,000 to $60,000, and high-income households have an
income of $60,000 or greater (Ross et al., 2000: 3). The researcher in this case felt that
the breakdown of classes was representative of the averages of these two Canadian
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studies and therefore classified them as such. It is important to note that the unemployed
category is similar to those who are considered poor by the Canadian Council on Social
Development and Statistics Canada.
The fact that the NLSCY was a national study allowed for region to be controlled
for, and determine if it has any effects on delinquency. While there is some literature
outlining the importance of region (Linden, 1996; Hagan and McCarthy, 1997), this
control variable adds novelty to this research. Region was coded as follows: (1) Atlantic
(2) Quebec (3) Ontario (4) Prairies (5) British Columbia. All of the regions maintained
their original value except for Ontario, the reference category whose Old Value =3, and
New Value was recoded to =0 (Ontario = 0, other =1). Region had to be recoded so that
conclusions could be drawn on the other regions that were entered into the regressions.
The same logic used for Hours per Day Home Alone was adopted for Money Per
Week From Parents. The coding remained the same with the exception that all missing
values were recoded as system missing. This variable was coded as follows: (1) No
Money (2) $1 - $10 (3) $11 -$20 (4) $21 - $30 (5) More than $30. Money Per Week
from Parents enters into the equation as an important control for it seems logical that
children who receive more money from their parents would be less likely to steal because
they can afford to buy what they want. Moreover, if they receive money from their
parents, their parents are more likely to be of the middle or upper classes and have access
to money to give their children. By entering this variable into the regression, only then
can one conclude if it has any effect on theft and other types of crime.
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SCALE CONSTRUCTION

Scales were devised based on theoretical considerations, factor analysis, and
reliability analysis. In Appendix B, Table 5.4 clearly outlines the overall minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation for the overall scales of social control, selfcontrol and delinquency as well as for the individual dimensions comprising each of the
above.

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS
Although important at all stages of the research process, reliability is essential and
most imperative within the methodology stage. Reliability refers to accuracy,
dependability, consistency, and/or repeatability of score results. The most frequently
used index of the internal reliability for a set of questions is Cronbach’s (1951) alpha (a)
(Cramer, 1998: 384). Cronbach’s Alpha is attained through a procedure in SPSS known
as a Reliability Analysis. “Alpha is employed to assess the internal consistency of a set
of items making up a scale” (Cramer, 1998: 388). Foster notes that for tests of cognitive
ability (such as intelligence tests), and tests of ability, reliability coefficients should be
about 0.8 and 0.7 respectively. “But tests of personality often have much lower values,
partly because personality is a broader construct” (Foster, 1998: 203). Alpha was
obtained for each of the individual scales comprising social control, self-control, and
delinquency, as well as for the overall scales (See Appendix B: Tables 5.1 to 5.4).
Although alpha is moderate at best and weak on some scales, it should be noted that as
the number of variables entered into a reliability analysis increase, so too does the chance
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of alpha increasing. A plausible explanation for the low alpha coefficients may be due to
the few variables allocated to each scale.
Reliability may also be inhibited by the fact that self-report studies were utilized
in this research. In this case, young children, ages 12 and 13, were asked to report in
questionnaire format, offences they have been involved in, whether or not they were
caught by their parents or the police. Tanner notes that there are two major problems
“embedded” within self-report studies. Firstly, these children have little vested interest in
providing details of their wrongdoings to strangers and may not be honest either way.
For instance, they may embellish and exaggerate, or they may withhold important
information. Secondly, they may be mentally unable to recall details of events in which
they have been involved (Tanner, 1996: 48-49). Moreover, they may be involved during
the first part of the questionnaire, but over the course of time, get tired and lose interest.
Consequently, it was found by NLSCY researchers that children’s non-response rates
increased as the child progressed through the questionnaire.
Despite the shortcomings of self-report studies, they are still beneficial because
they provide information on quite a number of young persons. Self-report studies also
encourage an alternative conception of delinquency. Delinquency may be seen as a
variable on a continuum, less delinquent to most delinquent, rather than rigidly labeling a
young person as a delinquent or conformist. Finally, self-report studies allow researchers
to compare adolescents who are officially labeled as delinquent with those who are not
(Tanner, 1996: 48).
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BIVARIATE ANALYSIS
Before any of the regressions were run, a bivariate analysis was performed on the
variables included in the regressions. All of the results from the bivariate analysis can be
found in Table 1 on page 71 in the Results Section. It should be noted that for the
purposes of the bivariate analysis which was conducted, all of the control variables as
well as social and self-control were recoded differently from the coding scheme that was
devised for the subsequent regressions. With respect to socioeconomic status, three new
variables were created out of the original SES variable so that differences between means
could be compared to the unemployed (reference category) through a One-way Anova.
SES was originally coded as follows 1. Unemployed 2. Lower-middle 3. Middle 4.
Upper-middle. Therefore, a new variable called lower middle was developed out of the
existing SES variable where the unemployed category came to represent the reference
category. This new variable was entered into a One-way Anova and was tested to see if
the differences between the means of the unemployed class and the lower middle class
were significant for all the indexes of delinquency. The following procedure was also
carried out for the middle class and the upper-middle class categories.
Region was yet another variable that was recoded for the purposes of the bivariate
analysis. Whereas region was originally coded as: 1. Atlantic 2. Quebec 3. Ontario
4. Prairies 5. B.C., four new variables were created so that they could each be compared
back to Ontario (reference category). For example, a new variable called Atlantic was
created out of the following coding scheme: Old value =1, New value =1, Old value =3,
New value =0, and all else were coded as “system missing”. This new variable was
entered into the One-way Anova and the means between Atlantic and Ontario were
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compared for all indexes of delinquency. The same procedure was carried out for the
newly created variables Quebec, Prairies and B.C.
With respect to the variables Hours per day home alone and Money per week
from parents, these variables were recoded to include only two categories entitled Yes
and No. Both No money from parents and No hours home alone were recoded to equal 0
while Yes receive money and Yes spend time home alone were assigned the value of 1
and came to form two new variables. These new variables were entered into a One-way
Anova to establish if the differences between means for these two groups were significant
across all the indexes of delinquency.
Finally, total social control and self-control were also broken down into two
categories that being High Social/Self-control and Low Social/Self-control. A frequency
was run for both social and self-control and the decision of how to re-categorize these
variables was based on a number of factors. For example, overall social control had a
range starting at 33 (low social control) to 69 (high social control). A new variable for
overall social control was recoded as follows based on the cumulative percentage, the
number of categories and theoretical considerations: 33 through 54 =0 (low social
control) and 55-69 =1 (high social control). This new variable was also entered into a
one-way Anova to determine if the differences between means for those with low in
comparison to those with high social control are significant in relation to all indexes of
delinquency. With respect to self-control, a range from 28 (high self-control) to 60 (low

self-control) was discovered from the frequency that was run. Self-control like social
control, was divided into two categories: high self-control and low self-control. Selfcontrol was recoded as follows: 21 through 44 = 0 (high self-control) and 45 through 63
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=1 (low self-control). Justification for this split is based on the number of categories and
on theoretical considerations of what entailed a good division point between high and low
self-control. Self-control was then entered into the One-way Anova as an independent
variable with each index of delinquency entering into the procedure as the dependent
variable each time.

MULTIPLE REGRESSION
The majority of the results in this research were obtained through a procedure
known as Multiple Regression. In multiple regression, a number of different independent
variables are used to predict the dependent variable. Before any regressions were run,
linearity checks were conducted for all of the independent variables with each dependent
variable and also all independent variables with the other independent variables.
Linearity checks were conducted through the use of “SYSTAT”. It was more practical to
do linearity checks in SYSTAT because SYSTAT allows the researcher to run multiple
linearity checks at one time where SPSS does not. With the exception of the variable
“Socio-economic Status”, no breaches in linearity were discovered. To account for the
non-linearity of the variable SES with the dependent variables, SES was recoded so that
the original categories were collapsed and SES was re-run to see if any breaches in
linearity still remained. The scatterplots obtained through SYSTAT revealed that
linearity was accomplished by simply collapsing the categories for SES. It is necessary
to ensure linearity among the independent and dependent variables for only then can
meaningful results be produced from which conclusions can be made.
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After entering the predictor variables into the multiple regressions, SPSS reports
many statistics. One of the most significant statistics reported from a multiple regression
is R squared (R2). “R2 indicates the proportion of the variability in the dependent variable
which is accounted for by the multiple regression equation” (Foster, 1998: 191). The
multiple regression equation is as follows:
Z - A(constant) + B1(X1) + B2(X2) + B3(X3) + ......... + BN(XN), where
Z is the predicted value of the dependent variable
A= constant
XI, X2, X3 . . . . = independent variables
B 1, B2, B3 . . . . = coefficients for the independent variables
Multiple regression also produces an “Adjusted R2, which is an estimate of R2 for the
population (rather than the sample from which the data was obtained), and includes a
correction for shrinkage” (Foster, 1998:191). Other important information obtained from
a multiple regression includes the Unstandardized Coefficients (B’s) and the
Standardized Coefficients (Beta’s). Whereas the B’s only allow one to compare back to
the reference category, beta’s allow one to make comparisons among all the predictors
entered into the regression model.
Because the beta weights are standardized, they are indexes of the relative
contribution of each independent variable to the prediction of the
dependent variable. Therefore, unlike an unstandardized partial slope(b),
the value of a beta weight can be used as an assessment of the relative
effect of independent variables that are not measured in the same unit.
(Lee and Maykovich, 1995: 458).
B’s are obtained by controlling for the effect of other independent variables, and are
referred to as “partial regression coefficients”. Consider the following where XI = social
control; a=attachment to peers, b= attachment to parents, c= commitment to school, etc.,
X2= self-control; a=restlessness, b=self-centeredness, c= physical response, and
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Y=delinquency: The regression coefficient By 1.2 indicates the amount of change in Y,
when XI a, b, c, d, e, f, or g increases by one unit while controlling for all other variables.
Similarly, By2.1 gives the change in Y1 per unit change in X2 a, b, c, while controlling
for all other variables (Lee and Maykovich, 1995: 456). To express this in more familiar
terms, Byl .2 represents the change in delinquency that is due to a unit change in one of
the social control variables. By2.1 represents the change in delinquency that is due to a
unit change in one of the self-control variables. However, the social control and selfcontrol variables may be interacting together to affect delinquency and therefore, it is
important to take this into consideration and adjust the R2’s (i.e. R2 for overall self and
social control together minus R2 for self-control gives you the net effect for social control
on its own). It is worthwhile to note that both the B’s and betas are only important if
significant, and need not be interpreted if they are not significant. For purposes of this
research, significance was measured and reported for values less than p<.05*, p<.01 **,
and p<.001***.

MODEL DEVELOPMENT
SPSS was the statistical package utilized and responsible for all of the results
reported in this research. After establishing which questions comprised each scale and
after all the scales were constructed, models were then developed. However, before
outlining the models used in this research and entered into the regressions, it is important
to understand in written notation exactly how the model is constructed. For example, let
X l= independent variable (social control), let X2= independent variable (self-control),
and let Y= dependent variable (delinquency). Social control consists of several
conceptual categories.. .XIa =attachment to peers, X lb = attachment to parents, XI c =
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commitment to school, XId = involvement in community, XI e = involvement in
extracurricular activities, XI f = family status, and XI g = hours per day home alone.
Self-control consists of several conceptual categories.... X2a = restlessness/hyperactivity,
X2b = self-centeredness, and X2c = physical response. The questions that are subsumed
within each XI come to load on that factor of XI and the questions that are subsumed
within each X2 come to load on that factor of X2 (See Factor Loadings in Appendix B:
Table 5.1 & 5.2). The values of XI a, b, c, d, e, f and g were looked at individually with
respect to how they relate to delinquency (Y) while taking into account X2a, X2b, and
X2c and the controls while the values of X2 a, b, and c were examined to determine how
they relate delinquency (Y) while taking into account XIa, Xlb, XIc, etc... and the
controls. By doing this, it can be determined which of these conceptual categories of XI
is the best predictor of delinquency (for example: Is commitment to school better than
attachment to peers?), and which of these conceptual categories of X2 is the best
predictor of delinquency (for example: Is physical response better than restlessness?).
Moreover, the additive values of XI a + b + c + d + e were computed to determine the
cumulative value of XI and the additive values of X2 a + b + c were computed to
determine the cumulative value of X2 on Y (delinquency). The following models were
developed out of this logic:
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Control Variables:
Model 1
Socioeconomic Status
Region

-► Delinquency

Money Per Week from Parents

Social Control:
Model 2
Control Variables
Attachment to Peers
Attachment to Parents
Commitment to SchoolInvolvement in Community

Delinquency

Involvement in Extracurricular Activities
Family Status
Hours Per Day Home Alone
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Self-Control:

Model 3
Control Variables
Restlessness

p

Delinquency

Self-Centered
Physical Response

Social and Self-Control
Model 4
Control Variables
Attachment to Peers
Attachment to Parents
Commitment to school
Involvement in the Community

Delinquency

Involvement in Extracurricular Activities
Family Status
Hours per day home alone
Restlessness
Self-Centered
Physical Response
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The above models simulate the regressions that were run in this research. Model
1, 2, 3, and 4 were run for the overall delinquency index as well as the different indexes
of delinquency including drugs, theft, vandalism, and violence. Results from the multiple
regressions were entered into a Table format that followed the exact order of the above
models and appear throughout the Findings section of Chapter IV. Subsequent
regressions for the dependent variable were alphabetically arranged so that overall
delinquency was followed by drugs, theft, vandalism, and finally the violent index (Table
2.1,2.2, 2.3, 2.4,2.5). In addition to the above models, a final model was created by
summing the individual dimensions of social and self-control theory and then regressing
them on overall delinquency. The results from the above regression were analyzed and
entered into Table 3 in the Findings section of Chapter IV as well. The results tabulated
in the above table were the result of the following models entering the multiple
regression.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Bivariate Analysis:
Table 1 highlights the differences between means for both social and self-control
as well as for the individual indexes of delinquency and overall delinquency, for the
different socio-demographics included in the analysis. With regards to SES, Table 1
shows that the middle and upper-middle classes have lower levels of social and selfcontrol in comparison to the unemployed category. Moreover, the lower-middle class has
more drug involvement than the unemployed. Of the five regions, Quebec reports the
highest levels of drug involvement, followed by B.C, when compared to Ontario. With
respect to family status, children aged 12-13 years old who come from households
composed of intact families (couples) report lower levels of delinquent drug involvement
and higher levels of social control than children who come from broken families. This
evidence lends support to the relationship between social control and delinquent drug
involvement. Another pattern that emerges from Table 1 is that 12-13 year old children
who are left unsupervised, at home alone, also report more delinquent involvement than
children who are not left home alone on the “total delinquency” scale, and this is mainly
attributed to theft. Furthermore, children who receive money from their parents
throughout the week have higher levels of social control than children who do not receive
money, but such a difference did not produce an increase or decrease in delinquency.

Significant patterns did emerge when the means between those with high and low social
and self-control were considered in relation to the indexes of delinquency.
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Table

1:

M e a n s T a b l e for S o c i a l a nd S e I f - C o n t r o l a nd the V a r i o u s I n d e x e s
of D e l i n q u e n c y by S o c i o - D e m o g r a p h i c s
Social
Control

S o c i o e c o n o m ic S t a t u s :

(Unem ployed)
L o we r - M iddi e
M id d le
U p p e r-M id d le
R e g io n : Ontario

-

F a m ily S t a t u s :

Reference

*

( 0 ther)
C ou p les

Total
Total
Delinquency Drugs

(U n d e r 2 3 k ) - R e f e r e n c e

41.16
39.9
39.11**
38. 06***

Total
Theft

Total
Vandalism

Total
Violent

Category

1 9. 99
20.28
20. 1 9
20.06

2.02
2. 1 4*
2.09
2.04

9. 96
9. 8
9. 8
9.77

3. 2
3. 23
3. 2
3. 18

5. 1 1
5. 1 1
5.09
5.07

20.3
20. 1 4
20
20.28
1 9. 9

2.04
2. 1
2. 13**
2.06
2.12*

9. 9
9.72
9.65
9.92
9.58

3. 25
3.18
3.16
3.23
3.14

5.12
5.14
5.06
5.07
5. 01

Category

54.35
54.28
54. 1 8
53.62
54,2

Other

H o u rs/D ay H o m e

Unemployed

52.46
53.03
5 4 . 53**
55.39***

(Ontario)
A tla n tic
Quebec
P ra i r i es
BC

SelfControl

39.45
38.72
38.6
3 9 . 99
39.14

R e f e r e n ce C a teg o ry

53.21
54.27*

39.63
39.14

20.44
20. 1 2

2.15
2.07**

9.93
9. 76

3.25
3. 2

5. 1 1
5.09

54.19
54.08

38.54
39.37

19. 81
20.24*

2.05
2.09

9.54
9.84*

3. 1 6
3. 21

5.07
5. 1

53. 1
54 . 32*

39.57
39. 1 2

1 9.89
20. 1 8

2.07
2.08

9.57
9. 8

3.16
3. 21

5.09
5.09

N/ A
N/ A

N/ A
N/ A

20.75
1 9 . 6 ***

2. 1 3
2. 03***

1 0. 1 4
9. 45***

3.32
3. 09***

5.16
5.03*

N/ A
N/ A

N/ A
N/ A

22.2
19. 7***

2.24
2. 04***

3.67
1 0. 96
9 . 5 1 *** 3 . 0 9 * * *

5.33
5.04*

54.08
33
69
1 144

31 . 58
21
55
1 144

22. 1 9
21
57
1 144

2.08
2
6
1 144

9.79
9
30
1 1 44

A Ion e

(No)
Yes
M o n ey/W eek
from Parents:

( D o n ’t R e c e i v e M o n e y )
Receive Money
Overall Social Control

(Low)
Hi g h
0 ve rail S e l f - C o n tro 1

( Lo w )
Hi gh

Mean
Minimum
Maximum
N

3. 2
3
8
1 1 44

7.12
7
20
1 1 44

*P< .0 5;
(

**P <. 0 1 ; * * * P < . 0 0 1 .
) B r a c k e t s d e n o t e the d e s i g n a t e d R e f e r e n c e C a t e g o r y

Table 1 shows that children aged 12-13 years old who have high social and high selfcontrol significantly report less delinquent involvement in comparison to children who
report lower social and self-control. Findings of such lend early support to both Social
and Self-Control Theory.

Regression Analysis for Overall Delinquency:
Table 2.1 outlines the four models that examined the relationship between the
controls, social and self-control variables, and overall delinquency. Model 1 which
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T a b l e 2.1:

U ns t an d ard i zed a n d S t a n d a r d i z e d R e g r e s s i o n C o e f f i c i e n t s
of Ov e r a I I D e l i n q u e n c y on I n d e p e n d e n t Vari abl es
Modeli

Beta

B
S o c i o e c o n o m ic S ta t u s :

Lower- Mi ddl e C l a s s
M id d l e C l a s s
U p p e r - M i dd le C l a s s
Region:

Ontario

=

Model 2

B

Modei3

B eta

Model 4

B eta

B

B

B eta

(J n e m p l o y e d ( U n d e r 2 3 k ) = R e f e r e n c e C a t e g o r y

0.27
0. 21
0. 1 4

0.04
0.04
0.02

0.24
0.43
0.68

0.03
0.08
0.09

-0.03
0.12
-0. 31
-0.54

-0. 01
0. 02
-0.05
-0.05

0. 2
0.23
-0.09
-0.34

0 . 2 4 ***

0. 1

0.27

0.03
- 0. 1 6 ***
- 0 . 4 7 ***

0.02
- 0. 1 5
-0.33

0.72 *
0 . 8 5 **
0 . 9 **

0. 1
0. 1 5
0. 1 2

0.62
0 . 8 9 **
1. 1 ***

0.08
0.16
0.14

Reference Category

A tla n tic
Quebec
P rairies
BC

-0. 11
-0.12
- 0. 1 1
-0. 5

-0. 0 2
-0. 0 2
-0. 0 2
-0.05

Parental Financial A ssistance

M o n e y / w k fr om P a r e n t s

0.26

***

0. 11

0.03
0.03
-0.02
-0.03
...

0. 1 1

0. 1 9
0.33
-0. 2
-0.38

0.03
0.05
-0.03
-0.03

0 . 2 4 ***

0. 1

0. 1 *
- 0. 1 2 ***
- 0 . 3 4 ***

0.07
- 0. 1 1
-0.24

S o c i a l C o n t r o 1:

Attachmentto Peers
A t t a c h m e n t to P a r e n t s
C o m m itm e n tto School
In v o I v e m e n t in
C o m m uni t y

0.04

0.02

0.05

0.02

I n v o l v e m e n t in
E x t r a c u r r i c u l a r Ac t i v i t i e s

0.03

0.02

0.02

0. 01

-0.16

-0.02

-0.23

-0.03

0. 06

0. 1

0.03

Fami ly Status:

Other = R ef ere nc e Category

C ouples
H o u r s / Da y H o m e Alone

0.18 *

Lack of Self-Control:

0.12
0.07
0.63

R estlessn ess
Self-centered
Physical R e s po n s e

***

0.14
0.09
0. 3

0.05
0. 01
0 . 5 6 ***

0.06
0. 01
0.26

1 144
1 144
1 1 44
1 1 44
2 2 . 5 9 ***
21 . 4 5 . . .
2 9 . 6 5 ***
15 . 1 . . .
0.23
0.17
0. 01
0. 1 6
0 . 24
0.17
0.18
0. 01
2. 41
2.73
2. 5
2.49
** P < . 0 1 ; ***P < . 0 0 1 .
control variables
control var i a bl e s + i n d e p e n d e n t variable: social control
control v a r i a b l e s + i n d e p e n d e n t vari abl e: self control
control v a r i a b l e s + i n d e p e n d e n t v a r i a b l e s : s oci al cont rol a n d self cont rol

N
Co n s t a n t
Adjusted R Squared
R Squared
Standard Error

* P <.05;
m o d e l 1=
model 2m o d e l 3=
model 4-

consists simply of the control variables explains 1% of the variance in overall
delinquency for R2 =.01. Of all the control variables, only money per week from parents
(b=.26***) was significant, while class and region were not. The conclusion drawn from
money per week from parents, suggests that as you increase money per week you
increase overall delinquency. This variable remained significant across all models at the
significance level of p<.001. It should be noted that region was insignificant across
all 4 Models. In regards to the control variable SES, lower-middle, middle, and uppermiddle class children 12-13 years old were more delinquent than children the same age
who were subsumed within the unemployed category (reference category) in model 3,
73
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and middle and upper-middle were more delinquent than the unemployed in model 4. In
fact, upper-middle class children 12-13 years old were the most delinquent in Model 3
(b=.9*) and Model 4 (b=l.l***). These findings question Hagan and McCarthy’s (1997)
argument that “Surplus Population families”, where one or both parents are unemployed,
are characterized by high risk of youth taking to the street and getting involved in crime,
atleast for this sample.
The net effect of social control while taking into account self-control explains 6%
(R2 =.06) of the variance for overall delinquency and was calculated by subtracting
Model 4 (social control, self-control, and the controls) from Model 3 (self-control and the
controls). Both attachment to parents (b= -.16***) and commitment to school (b= .47***) were significant in Model 2, which included the controls and social control, and
in Model 4, which included the controls with social and self-control predictors. The
results suggest that as you increase attachment to parents and increase commitment to
school you decrease overall delinquency. For example, because attachment to parents
has a possible range of 3 (least attached) to 15 (most attached), the difference between the
most attached and the least attached is 12. Therefore, children 12-13 years old who are
the most attached to parents commit 1.92 less delinquent acts in comparison to children
who are least attached. Furthermore, commitment to school, (b= -.47***), suggests that
children 12-13 years old who are the least committed to school commit 6.6 more
delinquent acts than children who are the most committed. While family status was not
significant, hours per day home alone was significant in Model 2, (b= .18*), suggesting
that the more time one spends at home alone, the more delinquency they are involved in.
The results are consistent with social control theory, hence offering early validation of the
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theory. Conversely, involvement in the community and involvement in extracurricular
activities did not factor into the equation as significant predictors of overall delinquency
in any of the models.
With respect to self-control, which is introduced in Model 3, 7% of the variance
of overall delinquency is accounted for by self-control. In fact, the net effect of selfcontrol theory’s ability of explaining overall delinquency is only slightly better than the
net effect of social control. The fact that self-control’s R2 =.07, the restlessness and
physical response dimensions of self-control were significant at the p<.001 level, and
self-centeredness at the p<.01 level gives credibility to Gottffedson and Hirschi’s theory.
All dimensions of self-control, restlessness (b =.12***), self centered (b =.02**), and
physical response (b =.07***) suggest that increases along these dimensions are
associated with increases in overall delinquency. Self-control’s behavioural / physical
dimension (b= .07***), implies that 12-13 year old children with the most physical
responses commit .49 more delinquent acts than children who show no sign of physical
responses. Of the dimensions comprising self-control, physical response in Model 3
(beta =.30) and in Model 4 (beta =.26) remained the strongest predictor of overall
delinquency, followed by restlessness in Model 3 (beta= .14), and Model 4 (beta= .06).
This finding offers early support for the hypothesis set out at the beginning of this
research that behavioural / physical measures of self-control will be more apt in
predicting delinquency than attitudinal measures of self-control (restlessness, selfcentered).
Model 4, which consists of the controls, social control dimensions, and selfcontrol dimensions, accounts for the most variance, 24% precisely, with respect to overall
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delinquency (R2 =.24). However, when considering the net effect of the social and selfcontrol dimensions in Model 4, R2 =.23. Collectively, social and self-control’s ability to
explain overall delinquency (R2=.23) is almost four times better than social control on its
own (R2=.06) and is almost three and a half times as good as self-control (R2=.07) when
considered on its own. This result alone emphasizes and reiterates support for selfcontrol theory’s ability to account for overall delinquency better than its predecessor,
social control theory. However, some of the dimensions comprising self-control provide
more explanatory power than others. In fact, the physical response measure (b =.56***)
of self-control maintained its significance in Model 4. Both restlessness and selfcentered failed to retain their significance when social control was added into the
equation. This suggests that some of the effect of these variables is due to the effect of
social control. Attachment to peers (b =.01**) factored into Model 4 as an important
predictor. From this result one can infer that as attachment to peers increases, so does
overall delinquency. This finding is in opposition to Hirschi’s contention that the
stronger the attachment to peers, the less likely he/she will tend to be delinquent (Hirschi,
1969: 152).

Regression Analysis for Delinquent Drug Involvement:
Table 2.2 presents the unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients of
overall drug involvement on the independent variables. Following the same format as
Table 2.1, four Models were constructed. Model 1, containing only the control variables
accounts for 2% of the variance of drug involvement. By first examining SES, one
discovers that the lower-middle class coefficient (b=.12*) is positive and significant.
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T a b l e 2. 2:

llnstandardlzed and Standardized Regression Coefficients
of D e l i n q u e n t D r u g I n v o l v e m e n t on I n d e p e n d e n t V a r i a b l e s

B
S o c i o e c o n o m i c S t a t u s:

Low er-M i ddl e C l a s s
Mi ddl e C l a s s
Upper-Middle Class
Region:

Ontario

Model 1
Beta

U nem p lo ye d

0. 1 2 *
0.07
0.03

B

Model 2
B eta

B

Model 3
Beta

Model 4
B e ta
B

(U n d e r 2 3 k ) = R e f e r e n c e C a t e g o r y

0. 1 1
0.09
0.03

0. 1 2 *
0. 1 1 *
0. 1 *

0.12
0.14
0.09

0.07 *
0 . 1 2 ***
-0 . 02
0.06

0.08
0.12
-0.02
0.04

0.15**
0. 1 1 *
0.08

0.14
0.14
0.07

0.15
0.14
0.13

0.08 *
0 . 1 3 ***
0
0.08

0.09
0.13
0
0.05

0 . 08
0.13
- 0. 01
0.07

0.02 *

0.07

0.02

0.14
0.17
0.12

~ Reference Category

At l a nt i c
Quebec
Prairies
BC

0.06
0.1**
0
0.07

0.06
0. 1 1
0
0.05

...

0.09
0.14
-0.02
0.05

P arental Financial A ssistance

Money/wkfrom

Parents

0.02 *

0.06

0.02

0.06

0.06

S o c i a l C o n t r o 1:

A tta c h m en ts Peers
A t t a c h m e n t s Parents
C o m m i t m e n t to S c h o o l

0. 0 1
-0. 01
-0.04

**
***

0.05
0.09
-0.22

0. 01
- 0 .0 1
- 0 . 0 4 »**

0.07
-0.08
-0. 2

I n v o l v e m e n t in
C o m m u n ity

0

0

0

- 0. 01

I n v o l v e m e n t in
E x t r a c u r r i c u l a r Ac t i v i t i e s

0

0

0

-0. 01

F a m i l y $ ta t u s :

O th er - R e fe re n c e C ate g o ry

Couples

-0.07 *

-0.07

H o u r s / Da y H o m e Alone

0.03 *

0.06

0.08 *

-0.07
0.05

0.02

L a c k o f S e l f - C o n t r o i:

0. 01
0
0 . 0 4 ***

Restlessness
S elf-centered
Physical R esp o n se

1 1 44
1 1 44
1 144
1 .5 ***
1 . 92 ***
2 . 6 3 ***
0.05
0. 01
0.09
0.06
0.02
0. 1
0.38
0.37
0. 39
** P < . 0 1 ; * * * P < . 0 0 1 .
controlvariables
control variables +i n d e p e n d e n t variable: social control
control v a r i a b l e s +i n d e p e n d e n t va r i a bl e : self cont rol
control va r i a b l e s +i n d e p e n d e n t va r i a bl e s: social control and self control

N
C o n sta n t
Adjusted R Squared
R Squared
S ta n d a r d E r r o r

*P<.05;
m ode I 1s
m o d e l 2=
m o d e l 3=
m o d e l 4=

0.05
0.05
0.15

0
0
0 . 0 4 ***
1 144
2.39
0.09
0. 1 1
0 . 37

-0 .0 1
-0.02
0. 1 2

***

which suggests that this group has higher drug involvement when compared to the
unemployed (reference category). Whereas region was not a significant predictor for
overall delinquency, this is not the case with respect to drug involvement. Findings
suggest that children aged 12-13 who reside in Quebec (b=. 10**), in comparison with
Ontario (reference category), report more drug involvement. Across all of the models,
Quebec consistently reports higher levels of drug involvement and is significant at
p<.001 in models 2, 3, and 4, and p<.01 in model 1. Furthermore, children who reside in
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the Atlantic Provinces report higher levels of drug involvement where p< .05 in Models
2, 3, and 4. This finding questions the East-West pattern of earlier findings on crime.
Social control purports an R2 =.05, hence, explains 5% of overall delinquent drug
involvement for 12-13 year old children. Attachment to parents (b = -.01**), and
commitment to school (b = -.04***), family status (b= -.07*) and hours per day home
alone (b=.03*) were significant predictors of delinquent drug involvement in Model 2.
Increases in these measures of social control are accompanied by decreases in delinquent
drug involvement. For example, children 12-13 years old who have the most
commitment to school commit -.56 less delinquent drug involvement than children of the
same age group who are the least committed to school. This finding is consistent with
tenets put forth by social control theory on these dimensions. Attachment to parents and
commitment to school remain significant predictors of drug involvement in Model 4,
along with attachment to peers. In fact, commitment to school is the strongest predictor
in Model 2, (beta= -.22), and in Model 4 (beta= -.20), and is notably stronger than
physical response (beta= .12). However, hours per day home alone was no longer
significant in Model 4. Once again, involvement in community and involvement in
extracurricular activities failed to significantly predict delinquent drug involvement for
children aged 12-13, a finding contrary to Hirschi’s social control theory.
Family status is yet another social control variable that is significant in Models 2
and 4 with respect to drug involvement. A conclusion that can be drawn based on the
unstandardized coefficients (B’s) for each model is that couples with children aged 12-13
are less likely to have their children partake in drug involvement as opposed to “Other”
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(reference category) types of households. However, family status is not significant in any
other index of delinquency or overall delinquency.
In Models 2 and 4, the lower-middle, middle and upper-middle classes are more
likely to be involved with drugs than the unemployed, and in Model 3, lower-middle and
middle class are more likely to be involved in drugs than the unemployed. Lower-middle
class children report slightly more delinquent drug involvement across all Models and
across all categories of SES. This may suggest that the tendency to be involved in drugs
is a function of parental income. The net effect of self-control explains 1% (R2 =.01) of
delinquent drug involvement by 12-13 year old children. Consequently, self-control
accounts for nearly five times less variance on this delinquent index when compared to
the resultant variance of social control (R2=.05). Both restlessness and the self centered
dimension failed to contribute as useful predictors of children’s delinquent drug
involvement. Coupled with this finding, the physical response dimension (b=.04***)
proved to be significant in both Model 3 and Model 4. From a quick glance at the betas
in Model 3 and 4, it becomes obvious that of the self-control measures, this behavioural
dimension (beta= .15, and .12) yields the strongest predictive power in regards to 12-13
year old children’s delinquent drug involvement. However, social control is even better
than self-control at explaining drug involvement.
Model 4, which includes the controls, social control, and self-control dimensions,
explains 11% of the variance in delinquent drug involvement. While controlling for the
effects of the control variables, social and self-control explain 9% of the variance.
Collectively, both theories once again explain more of the variance than either theory in
isolation. With regards to drug involvement, social control theory proves to have greater
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predictive power than self-control theory, a finding which is in direct opposition with the
researcher’s hypothesis. It should be noted that consistent with the researcher’s third
hypothesis, the two theories taken together, predict substantially more than self-control
theory by itself (R2 =.01), or social control theory by itself (R2= .05). In fact, social and
self-control together generate a variance that is nine times greater than the variance
produced by self control (R2 =.01) alone, and five times greater than social control (R2=
.05) alone. Although attachment to parents (b= -.01 *) in Model 4 loses some of it’s
significance from (b= -.01 **) in Model 2, and hours per day home alone loses its
significance from (b= .03*) in Model 2 to not being significant in Model 4, commitment
to school, and physical response remain relatively unchanged and significant predictors at
p<.001. Family status remains significant at p<.01, and attachment to peers gains
significance in Model 4 (b= .01 *) even though it was not significant in Model 2.

Regression Analysis for Delinquent Theft:
Table 2.3 outlines the results from the regression analysis from which the
dependent variable was theft and the predictors consisted of the controls, social, and selfcontrol. The control variables that formulated Model 1 came to account for 2% of the
variance of delinquent theft. Only money per week from parents (b= .16***) was a
significant predictor of delinquent theft. The unstandardized coefficients for this variable
suggest that increases in money per week from parents is accompanied by increases in
delinquent theft. Money per week from parents, remains significant at p<.001 across all
four Models, and significantly different from what one would expect. Coupled with this
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T a b l e 2.3:

U n s t a n d a r d iz e d a n d S t a n d a r d i z e d R e g r e s s i o n C o e f f i c i e n t s
o f D e l i n q u e n t T h e ft o n I n d e p e n d e n t V a r i a b l e s

B
Socioeconomic

Status:

Lower-Middle Class
Middle C la ss
U p p e r-M id d le C l a s s
Region:

Model 1
Beta

B

Model 2
Beta

B

Model 3
Beta

Modei4
B
Beta

U n e m p l o y e d (U n d e r 23k ) = R e f e r e n c e C a t e g o r y

0.18
0.16
0.19

0 . 04
0.05
0.04

O n t a r i o = R e f e r e n c e C a teg o ry
A tla n tic
-0.15
-0.04
Quebec
-0.15
-0 . 04
P ra irie s
-0. 01
0
BC
-0.34
-0.05

P a r e n ta I F i n a n c i a l A s s i s t a n c e
M o n e y / w k from P a r e n t s
0 . 1 6 ***

0.12

S o c i a l C o n t r o i:
A t t a c h m e n t to P e e r s
A ttach m en tto Parents
C o m m itm e n t t o S c h o o l

0.15
0 . 28
0.49 *

0.03
0.08
0. 1

-0.03
0
-0.03
-0.05

-0. 1 1
0
- 0. 1 3
-0.36

0 . 1 5 ***

0. 1

0.02
- 0. 1 1 ***
- 0 . 2 6 ***

0.02
-0.16
-0.29

0.41
0 . 5 1 **
0 . 6 **

0.02
0.03
-0.02
-0.25

0 . 1 7 ***

0.09
0.14
0.12

0.33
0 . 5 **
0 . 7 **

0.07
0.14
0.14

0
0.01
0
-0.04

0
0. 1
-0 . 0 9
-0.27

0
0.02
-0.02
-0.04

0. 1 1

0.15

0. 1

0.05 *
- 0 . 0 9 ***
- 0 . 2 ***

0.06
-0.13
-0.22

I n v o l v e m e n t in
C o m m u n ity

0.04

0.02

0.04

0.03

I n v o l v e m e n t in
E x t r a c u r r i c u l a r Activities

0.03

0.03

0.02

0.02

-0. 1

-0.02

- 0. 1 2

-0.03

0.06

0. 1

0 .05

F a m i i y $ ta tu s :

O th e r - R e fere nee C ate g or y

Couples
H ours/D ay H o m e Alone

0. 1 3 *

Lack of Self-Control:
Restlessness
Self-centered
Physical R e s p o n s e

0 . 0 9 ***
0 . 0 4 **
0 . 3 ***

0.15
0.09
0.22

0.04 *
0
0 . 2 5 *' *

0.08
0.01
0.19

1 1 44
1 1 44
N
1 1 44
1 1 44
1 0 . 1 8 ***
Constant
9.31
5 . 7 8 ***
1 3 . 8 9 ***
0.18
Adjusted R Squared
0.01
0.14
0.13
R S q u a red
0.02
0. 2
0.14
0.16
1 .57
1 . 62
S t a n d a r d Error
1 .73
1 .61
* P < . 0 5 ; ** P < .0 1 ; ***P < . 0 0 1 .
m o d e l 1=
controlvariables
m o d e l 2=
controlv a ria b le s + i n d e p e n d e n t variable: social control
mode! 3controlv a ria b le s + i n d e p e n d e n t variable: self control
m o d e l 4=
c o n tr o lv a r i a b l e s + i n d e p e n d e n t v a r i a b l e s : s o c i a l c o n tr o l a n d self co n tr o l

atypical finding are the findings relating to SES. Upper-middle class children aged 12-13
years were significantly more likely in Models 2, 3, and 4, to report involvement in
delinquent theft, and middle-class were more likely in Models 3 and 4 to be involved in
theft. Region fails to significantly predict delinquent theft across all four models.
Model 2 is comprised of control variables and the dimensions of social control.
Social control yields an R2= .06 (Model 4 - Model 3) while taking into account selfcontrol and the controls. Therefore, 6% of the variance of delinquent theft for children
12-13 years old is accounted for by social control. Attachment to peers, family status,
involvement in community and involvement in extracurricular activities fail to
significantly predict delinquent theft. However, attachment to parents (b= -.11***) and
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commitment to school (b= -.26***) significantly predict delinquent theft in Model 2 and
again in Model 4. Both of these unstandardized regression coefficients lend credibility to
Hirschi’s social control theory. Higher levels of attachment to parents and higher levels
of commitment to school are associated with lower levels of delinquent theft for children
aged 12 to 13 years. Commitment to school remains the best predictor of theft in Model 2
(beta= -.29) and in Model 4 (beta= -.22), followed by physical response (beta = .19).
With respect to hours per day home alone in Model 2, children 12-13 years old who are
never home alone commit .26 less delinquent theft when compared to children who spend
the most time home alone.
The net effect of self-control in explaining delinquent theft is 4% (R2 =.04), which
is less than the 6% of variance that social control (R2 =.06) accounts for. Despite the
moderate to weak percentage of variance in which self-control can account for, all of the
dimensions comprising self-control are significant at p<.01 or better in Model 3.
Restlessness (b= .09***), self centered (b= .04**), and physical response (b= .30***) all
significantly contribute useful predictions to delinquent theft. Insofar as all the B’s for
the self-control dimensions are positive, insinuates that increases along any of these
dimensions result in increases in delinquent theft. However, the positive contribution put
forth by the self-centered dimension fails to remain significant in Model 4. A close
examination of the betas in Model 3 reveals that of strictly the self-control dimensions,
physical response (beta= .22) is the strongest predictor of delinquent theft. From this it
can be concluded that at least for the delinquent theft index, behavioural measures of selfcontrol are stronger predictors than attitudinal measures of self-control.
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Model 4, which includes the control variables, and the social and self-control
dimensions, once again yields the highest percentage of explained variance with R2= .20,
therefore accounting for 20% of the variance of delinquent theft. While controlling for
the effects of the control variables, social and self-control explain 18% of the variance of
delinquent theft. With respect to SES, middle (b= .5**) and upper-middle class (b= .7**)
self-report more delinquent theft than the unemployed category. Again, in Model 4,
physical response fails to remain the strongest predictor of theft (beta= .19). When self
and social control variables are both taken into consideration, commitment to school is
the best predictor of delinquent theft (beta= -.22). One interpretation of this change in
self-controls’ effects may be that some of the effect of self-control is due to social
control, or vice versa.

Regression Analysis for Delinquent Vandalism:
Table 2.4 outlines the results from the regression analysis for delinquent
vandalism. Region and money per week from parents both proved to be insignificant
predictors of delinquent vandalism for children aged 12-13. While SES failed to make a
significant contribution in Model 1 and Model 2, in Model 3 and 4 the importance of SES
as a predictor of delinquent vandalism becomes actualized. Both middle (b= .14*, b=
.15*) and upper-middle classes (b= .15*, b= .19*) have statistically positive effects on
vandalism in Model 3 and Model 4 respectively. These findings suggest that both middle
and upper-middle class are involved in more delinquent vandalism than the unemployed
class. From Model 1, which consists only of the control variables, only 1% of the
variance of delinquent vandalism can be accounted for.
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Tabl e 2.4:

u n s tan d ard ized a n d S t a n d a r d i z e d R e g r e s s i o n C o e f f i c i e n t s
of D ei i n qu e n t V a n d a l i s m on I n d e p e n d e n t V a r i a b l « s

B
Socioeconomic

Status:

Unemployed

B

Model 2
Beta

(U n d e r 23k)

=

B

Reference

Model 3
Beta

Model 4
B
Beta

C a t e g o ry

0.12
0. 1 4 *
0. 1 5 *

0.07
0.11
0.09

0. 1
0. 1 5 *
0.19 *

0.06
0.12
0. 1 1

0.01
-0.01
-0.01

0.01
0.04
0. 1

0.01
0.04
0.06

O n t a r i o » R e f e r e n c e C a t e g o ry
Atlantic
-0.07
-0.06
Quebec
-0.07
-0.05
Prairies
-0.03
-0.03
BC
-0.12
-0 . 0 5

-0.05
-0.02
-0.07
-0.12

-0.03
-0. 01
-0.05
-0.05

0
0.01
-0.03
-0 . 08

0
0.01
-0.02
-0.03

0.01
0.03
-0.04
- 0. 1

0.01
0.02
-0.03
-0.04

0.02

0.04

0.03

0.05

0.02

0.04

L o w e r - M i dd le C l a s s
Middle C lass
U p p e r- M iddle C l a s s
Region:

Model 1
Beta

0.01
-0.01
-0.01

P a r e n t a l F in a n c i a l A s s i s t a n c e
M o n e y / w k from P a r e n t s
0.02

0 . 04

S o c i a l C o n t r o 1:
A ttachm entto Peers
A ttachm entto Parents
C o m m itm e n t t o S c h o o l

0.01
- 0 . 0 3 ***
-0. 1 ***

0.02 *
-0.01
- 0 . 0 7 ***

0.02
- 0. 1 1
-0.3 3

0.07
-0.06
-0.23

0.01

0.02

-0. 01

0.03

0

0.01

0

0.01

C oupies

-0.02

-0.01

-0.04

-0.03

H o u rs /D a y H o m e Alone

0.01

0.01

-0. 01

-0.02

I n v o l v e m e n t in
C o m m unity
I n v o l v e m e n t in
Extra curric ular Activities
F a m ily S t a t u s :

O ther - R e f e r e n c e C ate gory

Lack of Self-Control:
R estlessness
Self-centered
Physical R es p o n s e

0 . 0 2 ***
0 . 0 2 ***
0 . 1 5 ***

0.1 1
0. 1
0.32

1 144
1 1 44
N
1 1 44
1 . 7 9 *•*
4 . 9 8 ***
3.2
Con stant
0.17
0.13
0
Adjusted R Squared
0
.18
0
.
1
4
R Squared
0.01
S ta n d a r d E rro r
0.55
0.56
0.6
* P < . 0 5 ; ** P < . 01 ; ***P < . 0 0 1 .
m o d e l 1=
controlv a ria b le s
m o d e l 2=
controlv a ria b le s + i n d e p e n d e n t variable: social control
m o d e l 3=
controlv a ria b le s + i n d e p e n d e n t variable: self control
m o d e l 4=
controlva ria b le s + i n d e p e n d e n t v a ria b le s: social control and self control

0.01
0.01
0 . 1 4 ***

0.05
0.04
0.3

1 144
3 . 1 7 ***
0.21
0 .22
0.53

The percentage of variance that social control accounts for is four times better
than the variance produced by the controls alone. The net effect of social control
explains 4% of the variance of delinquent vandalism for children 12-13 years old.
While attachment to peers, involvement in community, involvement in extracurricular
activities, family status and hours per day home alone are insignificant, attachment to
parents (b= -.03***) and commitment to school (b= -.10***) are both significant. From
these results one can infer that lower levels of delinquency are found in children aged 1213 years who have higher levels of attachment to parents, or increased levels of
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commitment to school. These results highlight the strength of the attachment to parents
and commitment to school dimensions once again.
Model 3 which consists of the controls and self-control dimensions purports a net
effect and an R2= .08. Self-control explains twice the amount of variance of delinquent
vandalism in comparison to social control. A finding of such supports the superiority of
Gottffedson and Hirschi’s self-control theory over social control theory in explaining
vandalism. All measures of self-control were statistically significant; restlessness
(b=.02***), self-centered (b= .02***), and physical response (b= .15***). However, in
Model 4, only physical response remained significant (b=.14***) and remained the best
predictor amongst all other variables in Model 4 (beta= .30), followed once again by
commitment to school (beta= -.23). A finding of such is consistent with the hypotheses
that self-control and behavioural measures will be more apt in explaining delinquency.
Model 4, which consists o f the controls, social control, and self-control
dimensions, has an R2= .22, therefore accounting for 22% of the variance of vandalism.
This finding confirms the hypothesis that both theories collectively will better explain all
types of delinquency. While controlling for the effects of the control variables, social and
self-control explain 21% of the variance of vandalism. The explanatory power of the two
theories together is illustrated through comparisons made to each theory in isolation. The
variance of social and self-control together (22%) is five times greater than social control
(4%), and almost three times as good as self-control (8%), in terms of explaining
delinquent vandalism for children 12-13 years old. However, it should also be noted that
self-control (R2 =.08) has a net effect of variance that is double the variance of social
control (R2 =.04). In Model 4, attachment to parents is no longer significant, while
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attachment to peers (b= .02*) attains significance. This finding, which is contrary to
Hirschi’s contention, suggests that as attachment to peers increases, so too does
delinquent vandalism. Commitment to school (b= -.07***) remains significant and its
interpretation is consistent with Hirschi’s argument that increases in commitment are
accompanied by decreases in delinquency. The self-centered dimension fails to maintain
any significance, while physical response remains significant at p<.001.

Regression Analysis for Delinquent Violence:
The results from the regression analysis for the final delinquent index, delinquent
violence, is found in Table 2.5. Of the control variables in Model 1, only money per
week from parents (b= .05**) attained a level of significance, and it remained significant
across all four models at p<.001. This finding suggests that increases in money received
from parents per week are accompanied by increases in violence as well. Only 1% of the
variance of delinquent violence can be accounted for by Model 1, which consists of the
control variables.
With the addition of social control into the analysis, the variance increases to R2=
.05. However, social control only reveals a net effect of R2 =0.004 while controlling for
self-control and other control variables (Model 4 - Model 3), and therefore accounts for
very little of the variance of violence on its own. Commitment to school (b= -.06***)
emerged as a significant predictor of delinquent violence for children 12-13 years old.
Commitment to school is negatively correlated with delinquency, meaning as
commitment increases, delinquency decreases. None of the other social control
measures; attachment to peers, involvement in community, involvement in
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T a b l e 2.5:

U n s ta n d a rd i ze d a n d S t a n d a r d i z e d R e g r e s s i o n C o e f f i c i e n t s
o f D e l i n q u e n t V i o l e n c e on I n d e p e n d e n t V a r i a b l e s
Model 1

B
Socioeconomic

Status:

Ontario

=

Atlantic
Quebec
Prairies
BC

B

B eta

( U n d e r 23k)

«

B eta

B

Reference

B

Beta

C a teg o ry

-0.02
-0.01
-0.03

-0.05
0
0

-0.03
0
0

0.05
0. 1
0.07

0.03
0.07
0.04

0.03
0. 1
0.08

0.02
0.07
0 .04

R eference Category
0.05
0.03
0
0
-0.06
-0.04
-0.11
-0.04

0.05
0.02
-0.08
-0.12

0.03
0.01
-0.06
-0.04

0. 1 1
0.07
-0.05
-0.08

0.07
0.04
-0.03
-0.03

0. 1
0.07
-0.06
-0.09

0.07
0.04
-0.04
-0.03

0.09

-0.05

0. 1

0.05

Lower-Middle C lass
Middle C la ss
Upper-Middle Class
Region:

U nem ployed

M odel 4

Model 3

Beta

-0.04
-0.02
-0.06

P a r e n t a l F i n a n c i a l A ss i s t a n ce

M o n e y / w k from P a r e n t s

0 . 0 5 **

0.09

0.05

**

**

“

0.09

Social Control:

-0.02
-0.05
-0. 1 6

0.01
-0.01
- 0 . 0 3 **

0.02
-0.02
- 0. 1

-0. 01

-0.01

-0.01

-0.01

0

0

0

Couples

0.03

0.02

0.01

0.01

H ours/D ay H o m e Alone

0.02

0.02

0

0

A tta c h m e n t t o P e e r s
A ttach m en tto Parents
C o m m itm e n t t o S c h o o l

- 0. 01
-0.01
-0.06

I n v o l v e m e n t in
C o m m u n ity
I n v o l v e m e n t in
E x tracurricular Activities
Family Status:

Lack

***

-0 .0 1

Other = Reference Category

of Self-Control:

0.01
0.01
0.14

R estlessn ess
Self-centered
Physical R e s p o n s e

*

0.04
0.03
0.26

0
0
0 . 1 3 ***

0.01
0
0.25

1 144
1 1 44
1144
1 144
6.85
6.04
7.02
8. 1 5
0.09
0.04
0.01
0.09
0.104
0. 1
0.01
0.05
0.63
0.65
0.66
0.63
** P < .0 1 ; *‘ *P < . 0 0 1
control va ria b le s
control va ria b le s
i n d e p e n d e n t variable: social control
control v a ria b le s
i n d e p e n d e n t variable: self control
control v a ria b le s
i n d e p e n d e n t v a ria b le s: social control a nd self control
N

C onstant

A djusted R Squared
R Squared
Standard Error

* P < .05;
m o d e l 1=
m o d e l 2=
model 3=
m o d el 4»

extracurricular activities, family status, or hours per day home alone, are significant and
they all fail to contribute to any part of the amount of variance explained for violence.
Whereas the net variance explained by social control was virtually non-existent,
so is not the case with the resultant variance of self-control. Self-control has a net effect
of R2 = .05. Therefore, self-control alone explains 5% of the variance, while controlling
for social control variables and the controls, and the net variance explained by selfcontrol is much greater than the net variance explained by social control (R2= 0.004).
While restlessness and the self-centered dimension were insignificant in both Model 3
and Model 4, physical response maintained its significance at p<.001 in each of the above
87

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

models, (b= .14, b=.13) respectively. Any increases along the physical response
dimension results in increases in self-reported delinquent violence for children aged 1213. The physical response dimension of self-control in Model 3 (beta= .26) and in Model
4 (beta= .25), was by far the best predictor of delinquent violence when compared to all
the other predictors in both Model 3 and 4, followed once again by commitment to school
(beta= -.10). This finding is understandable given the fact that more serious violent acts
are explained by less serious ones; again this may be an issue of tautology, which will be
discussed later. To illustrate the behavioural dimension’s significance consider the
following: Self-control’s physical response dimension (b= .13***), implies that children
with the most physical responses report 0.91 more delinquent violent acts, in comparison
to children 12-13 years old who report no indications of physical responses.
In concluding with the analysis of Tables 2.1,2.2,2.3, 2.4, and 2.5, it is
worthwhile to note a few major trends. Self-control theory is a better predictor of overall
delinquency, vandalism, and violence, while Social Control theory is a better predictor of
drug involvement and theft. Moreover, commitment to school consistently remains the
best social control measure, while physical response consistently remains the best selfcontrol measure. In even simpler terms, according to the reported betas, the best
predictor of overall delinquency is physical response; the best predictor of drug
involvement is commitment to school; the best predictor of theft is commitment to
school, the best predictor of vandalism is physical response, and the best predictor of
violence is physical response.
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Regression Analysis for Overall Social and Self-Control on Overall Delinquency:
A final regression analysis was conducted for overall social and self-control on
overall delinquency. The individual dimensions of social and self-control were summed
up to create composite scales for overall social and overall self-control. Table 5.4 in
Appendix B outlines the descriptive statistics for the composite scales of overall social
control, overall self-control, and overall delinquency. The logic for the development of
the above scales was based on the results of a First Order Principal Components Analysis
(See Table 6.1 in Appendix B) and theoretical considerations. Gottffedson and Hirschi
contend that the individual dimensions of self-control come to form a uni-dimensional
trait called low self-control (Gottffedson and Hirschi 1990: 90-91). Furthermore, Hirschi
argues that when the elements of the social bond are strong (attachment, commitment,
involvement, belief), one’s chance of participating in delinquency diminishes (Hirschi,
1969: 92). Hirschi furthers his argument by claiming that the dimensions of the social
bond are not necessarily independent of one another but rather the dimensions of the
bond are interrelated. The above contentions justified the amalgamation of the
dimensions of social and self-control to form an overall composite measure of these
concepts.
The results from the final regression followed the same format as the previous
regressions. Model 1 is comprised of the controls, while Model 2 consists of the controls
and social control. Furthermore, Model 3 includes the controls and self-control, and
Model 4 consists of the controls with both social and self-control. Table 3 reveals that
Model 1 accounts for 1% of the variance of overall delinquency (R2=.01). Region fails to
attain any levels of significance across the four models. SES is not significant in Model
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Table 3: U nstandardized and Standardized R egression Coefficients of Overall Delinquency
for Overall Social and Overall Self-control and Interaction Effect
Model 1
B
Beta

Model 2
B
Beta

Model 3
B
Beta

Model 4
B
Beta

Model 5
B
Beta

Model 6
Beta
B

Socioeconomic Status: Unemployed (Under 23k) = Reference Category
Lower-Middle Class
Middle Class
Upper-Middle Class

0.27
0.21
0.14

0.04 0.39
0.04 0.53
0.02 0.67

0.05 0.45
0.09 0.53
0.09 0.62

0.06 0.51
0.09 0.64 *
0.08 0.81 *

0.07 0.42
0.12 0.55
0.11 0.72

0.06
0.10
0.09

0.54
0.67 *
0.82 *

0.07
0.12
0.11

-0.02
-0.02
-0.04
-0.05

0.01
0.00
-0.03
-0.04

0.00
-0.01
-0.04
-0.05

-0.04
-0.13
-0.27
-0.58

-0.01
-0.02
-0.04
-0.05

0.02
-0.04
-0.24
-0.48

0.00
-0.01
-0.04
-0.04

Region: Ontario = Reference Category
Atlantic
Quebec
Prairies
BC

-0.11
-0.12
-0.11
-0.51

-0.02
-0.02
-0.02
-0.05

-0.1
-0.16
-0.24
-0.59

0.07
0.02
-0.18
-0.48

0.02
-0.06
-0.25
-0.55

Parental Financial Assistance
Money/wk from Parents 0.26 *** 0.11

0.28 *** 0.12 0.28 *** 0.12 0.28 *** 0.12 0.28 *** 0.12

Overall Social Control

-0.14*** -0.29

0.27 *** 0.11

-0.06 *** -0.13 -0.08 *** -0.17 0.17 *

0.34

Family Status: Other =Reference Category
Couples
Hours/Day Home Alone

-0.03
-0.24
-0.03 -0.23
-0.03 -0.22
0.23 ** 0.07 0.26 ** 0.08 0.24 ** 0.07

-0.19
-0.03
0.27 ** 0.09

Overall Self Control

0.51 *** 1.07

0.17 *** 0.36 0.13 *** 0.28

Self Control without Behavioural Component

0.12 *** 0.21
-0.01 *** -0.65

Interaction Effect

1144
1144
1144
1144
1144
1144
22 ***
7.55 *
15.71 ***
19.91 ***
21.5 ***
28.3 ***
0.16
0.15
0.13
0.13
0.01
0.1
0.17
0.14
0.14
0.16
0.01
0.11
2.52
2.51
2.55
2.56
2.73
2.6
*P<.05; **P<.01; ***P<.001 .
Model 1= control variables
Model 2= controls + overall social control
Model 3= controls + overall self control
Model 4=controls + overall social control + overall self control
Model 5=controls + overall social + overall self control without the behavioural component (physical response)
Model 6= controls + overall social control + overall self control + interaction effect (social * self)

N
Constant
A djusted R Squared
R Squared
Standard Error

1, 2, or 3, and only becomes significant in Model 4. Money per week from parents
(b=.26***) is significant again but not in the researcher’s expected direction. The
positive correlation for money per week from parents and delinquency was somewhat
unexpected. The results suggest that as you increase money per week from parents,
increases in self-reported delinquency follow. Originally, it was assumed that children
with money should be less delinquent on the theft index at the least, and less delinquent
altogether. However, money per week from parents maintains a positive correlation with
delinquency and is significant at p<.001 in Models 2, 3, and 4. This finding will be
elaborated upon in the discussion.
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While the controls explain 1% of the variance of overall delinquency, when the
addition of social control is included in the Model, an increase in the variance to 11% is
the result. However, the net effect of social control only explains 2% of the variance and
was obtained by subtracting Model 4 from Model 3. The unstandardized coefficients (b)
and the standardized coefficients (beta) are in the expected direction and respectively are
b= -.14*** and beta= -.29. From these results it can be inferred that increases in social
control are accompanied by decreases in overall self-reported delinquency. These results
are consistent with Hirschi’s social control theory. Family status is not significant,
whereas hours per day home alone is significant in models 2 and 4, where as you increase
time home alone, you see an increase in delinquency. These results coincide with the
researcher’s expectations.
Model 3 highlights the superiority of Gottffedson and Hirschi’s self control theory
in comparison to social control theory. Self-control reports a net effect and an R2= .05
and therefore explains 5% of the variance of overall delinquency, which is more than two
times greater than social control (R2= .02). Both money per week from parents (b=
.28***) and overall self-control (b= .17***) are significant however, self-control (beta=
.36) remains the strongest predictor of overall delinquency, followed by the control
variable, money per week from parents (beta= .12).
While social class is insignificant in Model 1,2, and 3, middle and upper-middle
class become statistically significant predictors of overall delinquency in Model 4 when
both social and self-control theory are factored in. Middle and upper-middle class
children aged 12 to 13 years old are more likely to report involvement in overall
delinquency.
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Model 4, which is comprised of the control variables and social and self-control
reports an R2= .16; explains 16% of the variance, which is more than three times the
variance that self-control can account for (5%), and 8 times the variance that social
control can account for on its own (2%). Therefore, social and self-control control
collectively account for more of the variance of overall delinquency in comparison to
either theory on its own, thus justifying a subsequent analysis of their interaction effects.
While these findings reinforce social control’s weaker ability to explain “overall
delinquency”, it also confirms self-control’s ability to do just that. Support for this
conclusion is further extenuated when the standardized coefficients for social control
(beta= -.13) and self-control (beta= .28) are examined. Self-control is more than twice as
strong of a predictor of overall delinquency than social control. This finding is not only
consistent with Gottfredson and Hirschi’s contention, but it is also consistent with the
researcher’s hypothesis.
A fifth model was created in order to examine the effect of self-control without
it’s behavioural component. It is quite plausible that some critics would argue that selfcontrol’s ability to explain overall delinquency and the various indexes of delinquency
may be inflated due to the inclusion of a behavioural component. As a result, Model 5
was created to consist of the controls, overall social control and overall self-control
without the physical response dimension. As one can see, even with the exclusion of the
behavioural dimension, self-control continues to remain as the strongest predictor of
overall delinquency in Model 5 (beta=.21) and in Model 6 (beta=1.07) as well. With
respect to money per week from parents, this variable remained significant at p<.001
across all six models. Money per week from parents (b= .28***) in Model 5 suggests
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that children 12-13 years old who receive the most money in comparison to those
children who receive no money, commit .84 more delinquent acts. Also significant in
Model 5 is overall social control (b= -.08***). Coupled with the b-value, social control’s
beta= -.17 designates overall social control as the second best predictor of overall
delinquency in Model 5.
A sixth and final Model in Table 3 was created so as to determine if an interaction
effect was present between overall social and overall self-control. Results from Model 6
reveal that an interaction does exist between social and self-control (b= -.01***). It can
be inferred from this result that delinquency is a function of the interaction of self-control
and social control. Thus children who have low social control and self-control are more
likely to be delinquent when compared to those who have high levels of social and selfcontrol. A quick examination of the beta’s in Model 6 reveals that overall self-control
(beta= 1.07) remains the best predictor of overall delinquency followed by the interaction
effect (beta= -.65) and then by overall social control (beta= .34). Also significant in
Model 6 was hours per day spent home alone (b= .24**) which suggests that children 1213 years old who spend more time at home alone self report more delinquent
involvement. However, one of the most notable observations from Model 6 is the
reported R2= .17 and therefore suggests that 17% of the variance of overall delinquency
can be accounted for by the variables in Model 6.

INTERACTIONS:
The results from Model 4 in Table 3 suggest the possibility of an interaction effect
or effects. Research suggests that an individual’s level of social and self-control interacts
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and that self and social control are dependant on an individual’s family status, class, etc.
The fact that an interaction effect may be present warranted the need for further
investigation. As a result, Table 4 was created to outline the interaction effects tested and
to determine which of these interactions were significant.
The first interaction effect tested was self-control by social control. This
interaction was tested across all of the indexes of delinquency. A composite measure of
self-control was developed by summing all of the dimensions of self-control
(restlessness, self-centered, physical response) and then multiplying it by the composite
measure of social control (attachment to peers, attachment to parents, commitment to
school, involvement in community, and involvement in extracurricular activities).
Family status and hours per day home alone were removed from the composite measure
of social control for the purpose of testing the interaction effects and because the second
order factor analysis did not warrant their inclusion. Self-control was not separated into
an attitudinal dimension (restlessness and self centered) and behavioural dimension
(physical response) for the purposes of the interactions, for the factor analysis suggested
that these three dimensions represent a single factor. A factor analysis was also run for
all of the dimensions of social control and the results revealed that Family Status and
Hours/Day Home Alone each represent their own factor. As a result, self-control was
interacted with family status and hours/day home alone separately to determine if a
significant interaction effect between these variables could be established. Furthermore,
both social control and self-control were interacted with Socioeconomic Status (SES) in
an attempt to discover whether delinquency is a function of the interaction of SES with
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Table 4: Interaction Effects for Overall Delinquency and the Individual indexes of Delinquency Outlining B Values, Change in R
Squared and F Values

Drugs

Overall Delinquency
Interaction

B

RSq

F

Self X Social

-.004

.002

18.9 ***

Self X Family Status

-.04

Self X Hour/Day
Home Alone

Vandalism

Theft
F

B

RSq

-.001

.003

7.3 *** -.001

.001

14.4 *** -.001

.01

.001

18.8 *** -.004

.001

7.2 ***

.001

14.5 *** -.005

.001

.04

0.01

19.2 ***

.01 ** .006

7.5 ***

Self X Lower Class

.11 *

0.01

17.4 ***

.02 **

.01

Self X Middle Class

.12 *

0.01

17.4 ***

.02 *

Self X Upper Middle
Class

.09

0.01

17.4 ***

.03 *

Social X Lower Class

-.07

.004

17.3 *** -.02 *

.004

6.7 *** -.04

Social X Middle Class

-.11 *

.004

17.3 *** -.01

.004

Social X Upper Middle
Class

-.08

.004

17.3 *** -.01

.004

-.03

RSq

F

B

RSq

B

Violen t
F

B

RSq

F

.01

7.1 ***

17 *** .001 .001

6.9 ***

17.2 *** -.00

.02 *

.004 14.7 ***

.01 *

.01

17.3 ***

.01

.01

7 ***

7 ***

.06

.004 13.3 ***

.03 *

.01

16.1 *** -.01

.01

6.4 ***

.01

7 ***

.07 *

.004 13.3 ***

.03 **' .01

16.1 *** .004 .01

6.4 ***

.01

7 ***

.06

.004 13.3 ***

.03*

.01

16.1 "** -.01

.01

6.4 ***

.004 13.3 *** -.02

.01

15.7 *** .005

.01

6.4 ***

6.7 *** -.06*

.004 13.3 *** -.02*

.01

15.7 *** -.01

.01

6.4 ***

6.7 *** -.05

.004 13.3 *** -.02

.01

15.7 ***

.01

6.4 ***

.01

*P<,05: **P<.01: ***P<.001

self or social control.
The findings from Table 4 indicate that self-control interacts with hours per day
home alone. In particular, drug involvement (b=.01 **), theft (b=.02*), and vandalism
(b=.01 *) are a function of the interaction of hours per day home alone and self-control.
For these three types of delinquency, the interaction between self-control and hours per
day home alone results in coefficients (b), which are both positive and statistically
significant. The findings indicate that the effect of self-control on drug involvement,
theft and vandalism is stronger for children who spend time home alone than for children
who don’t spend time home alone. Therefore, lack of self-control increases drug
involvement, theft and vandalism for children who spend time alone more than for
children who don’t spend time home alone.
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In addition to hours per day home alone, social class also interacts with selfcontrol in explaining delinquency. In other words, overall delinquency, drug
involvement, theft and vandalism are also a function of the interaction of SES with selfcontrol. However, violence is not. More specifically, self-control interacts with lower
middle class (b=.l 1*), and middle class (b=.12*) for overall delinquency; self-control
interacts with lower middle class (b=.02**), middle class (b=.02**), and upper-middle
class (b=.03**) for drug involvement; self-control interacts with middle class (b=.07*)
for theft; and self-control interacts with lower middle class (b=.03*), middle class
(b=.03***), and upper-middle class (b=.03*) for vandalism.
Since the interaction between lack of self-control and social class always yields a
positive coefficient, this suggests that the effect of self-control on delinquency is stronger
for lower/middle/upper class than for the unemployed class. It can be stated that the
effect of self-control on overall delinquency is stronger for lower middle and middle class
children than unemployed children. In other words, lack of self-control increases
delinquency for lower and middle class children more than for children from the
unemployed category. Furthermore, it can also be noted that lack of self-control
increases drug involvement for all classes (low, middle, upper) when compared to
children from the unemployed category. Lack of self-control increases theft for middle
class children more than for the unemployed, and it increases vandalism for all classes
(lower, middle, upper) more than for the unemployed. The obvious conclusion is that
self-control and class interact to produce a better explanation of delinquency.
On the other hand, the interaction between social control and social class always
yields a negative regression coefficient (b). From this, it can be inferred that social
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control decreases certain types of delinquency for certain social classes more than for the
unemployed. Specifically, social control interacts with middle class for overall
delinquency (b= -.11*), theft (b= -.06*), and vandalism (b= -.02*), and social control
interacts with lower middle class for drug involvement (b= -.02*). In other words, high
social control decreases overall delinquency, theft and vandalism for middle class
children more than for the unemployed, and decreases drug involvement for the lower
class more than for the unemployed.
Not surprisingly, when the interaction effects are added to Model 4, an increase in
R2 is evident. The increase in R2 is produced in all of the cases, ranging from a .006
increase to a .01, increase in the amount of variance explained. The most change
occurred in the vandalism index of delinquency where each of the significant
interactions; self-control*hours per day home alone, self- control*lower-middle class,
middle class and upper-middle class, and social control*middle class all increased by .01
or a 1% increase in amount of variance explained by the interaction effect. Furthermore,
for overall delinquency and drug involvement, the addition of the interactive effect
between self-control and social class also produced an increase of .01 in R2 or 1%. The
least amount of change in R2 was produced by self-control*hours per day home alone in
explaining drug involvement with an increase of .006 or .6% in variance explained.
Nonetheless, even though the change in R2 is not drastic and never more than one
percent, the interactive effects do significantly contribute to our understanding of
delinquency.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS
DISCUSSION

Arguably more important than the results themselves is the interpretation that
evolves out of them. While this study highlights the significant effects social and selfcontrol have on all the indexes of delinquency and overall delinquency, this study also
needs to highlight possible explanations for these observed effects. Due to the various
indexes of delinquency and the vast number of models in the analysis, summary tables
were created to assist the reader in visualizing the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the
predictors entered into the multiple regressions. In total, four tables were created
following the same format as the regressions and can be seen in Appendix C. Table 7.1
consists only of the control variables and outlines only the variables that attained a level
of significance for all of the indexes of delinquency and overall delinquency. Table 7.2
highlights all significant predictors for Model 2, which consists of the control variables
and social control dimensions for all indexes of delinquency. While Table 7.3 outlines
the controls and the dimensions of self-control, Table 7.4 outlines the controls with both
social and self-control dimensions.
The primary objective of this research was to examine the three hypotheses set
out at the beginning of this thesis by either refuting them to be false or confirming them
to be true. Support for the first hypothesis, which postulated that self-control would be
more apt at explaining delinquency than social control, was only partially confirmed.
Self-control was better than social control theory at predicting overall delinquency,
vandalism, and violence. However, in contravention with this first hypothesis, social
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control theory was more apt at explaining drug involvement and theft. Despite the fact
that self-control was better able to explain “overall delinquency”, one must not dismiss
social control theory’s contribution to the equation. The second hypothesis, which
contended that behavioural measures of self-control would better explain delinquency as
compared to attitudinal measures of self-control, was confirmed with this study. The
physical response (behavioural) measure consistently remained a significantly better
predictor than restlessness or self-centeredness (attitudinal) measures, for all types of
delinquency. Finally, the third hypothesis, that both theories taken together as an
interaction would have the best predictive power, was also confirmed to be true.
Although social and self-control were found to be significantly related to all types
of delinquency, the individual dimensions comprising these concepts differ in terms of
their contributions. Consistent with previous research (Ameklev et al., 1993, Nakhaie et
al., 2000), some of the individual dimensions comprising social and self-control emerged
as stronger predictors of delinquency. In reference to social control, there was a
consistent pattern for commitment to school to maintain a significant relationship
throughout all of the models within the multiple regressions. It could be posited that
these findings reinforce not only the importance but also the necessity of examining both
the formation and the internalization of ones self-concept as it relates to delinquency,
because school is where young people spend the majority of their time and figure out
who they are. Moreover, it suggests that teachers and schools play a key role in
influencing their students’ behaviour. Youths who have a strong sense of commitment to
school and a sense of purpose are less likely to be involved in delinquency. With respect
to drug involvement and theft, commitment to school was a more powerful predictor than
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any self-control measure. It is important to bear in mind that the finding that
commitment to school was the most important predictor of delinquency of the social
control measures may indicate a sample selection problem. The sample in this study was
a more “conformist” group - all children in this study were in school at the time whereas the findings may have been different if children who dropped out of school were
included as well. For example, Hagan and McCarthy (1997) found that attachment to
parents was the most important social control and the majority of delinquents were
lacking in this area.
Attachment to parents proved to be significant in influencing all types of
delinquency, but violence. This finding reiterates the idea that it is not only early childrearing skills and formation of values that are important, but it is imperative that parents
play an active role in their adolescent’s everyday life to deter them away from crime. It
is important that parents listen to their children, do things with them, discuss issues and
share feelings with them - these qualities of parenting have an impact on whether or not
their child will be involved in delinquency.
Alternatively, the dimensions of involvement in the community (helping others)
and involvement in extracurricular activities (sports, hobbies) failed to significantly
predict delinquency of all types. While attachment to peers factored its way into the
equation as significant on a few occasions, overall, this dimension was a weak predictor
of delinquency. It may be that Hirschi’s hypothesis was true; that “attachment to parents
is the more vital of the two”, and when youth have a strong attachment to parents it does
not matter if they are attached to peers. Attachment to peers was significant in the final
model for all types of delinquency except violence, but only when the control variables
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and self-control were included; it had no effect when considered on its own.
Nonetheless, it should be noted that when attachment to peers was significant, it
disconfirmed Hirschi’s contention that the stronger the attachment to peers, the less
he/she will be delinquent (Hirschi, 1969: 152). The above findings are inconsistent with
Shoemaker’s (1996) study. Shoemaker, while referring to Hirschi’s social bond
concluded that, “no component is theoretically more important than another”
(Shoemaker, 1996). However, Curran and Rrenzetti’s (1994) study concluded that
attachment is the most important element, a finding which is consistent with the results of
this research.
Another social control variable that attained a level of significance for overall
delinquent drug involvement but not for the other indexes of delinquency was family
status. It had no effect on overall delinquency, theft, vandalism or violence. The
relationship between family status and drug involvement is in opposition with Hirschi’s
claim that there is no difference between children from single-parent households as
compared to households of couples. The results from the regression analysis suggest
otherwise. Couples are less likely to have their 12-13 year old child partake in drug
involvement when compared to children who come from single parent homes (reference
category). Children from single parent households may have a weakened self-concept or
less self respect, and the fact that they are missing one parent may mean that they are
missing part of their identity, and they resort to drugs to make up for this. These findings
only partially confirm Kierkus and Baer’s (2002) findings that family structure influences
all types of delinquency, because it only influences drug involvement in this study.
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Finally, the last measure of social control; hours per day home alone, was
significant and had an effect on overall delinquency, theft, and drug involvement.
However, this measure had no effect on the vandalism or violent index. The more time
that a child spent at home alone, unsupervised; the more delinquency they were involved
in. The explanation for this relates back to Hirschi’s argument that parental supervision
has an effect on delinquency, and children who spend more time in their parents’
presence are less likely to be involved in delinquency (Hirschi, 1969: 88). Therefore, the
findings from this study attest to the importance for parents to monitor and supervise their
children in order to prevent delinquency.
With respect to the dimensions comprising self-control, the behavioural
dimension, “physical response”, was consistently the best predictor for overall
delinquency, vandalism and violence. Moreover, physical response was consistently
better than the two attitudinal measures, restlessness and self-centeredness. This
confirms the hypothesis that behavioural measures are better than attitudinal measures of
self-control. Restlessness and the self-centered dimension did significantly contribute to
the explanation of delinquency, but not to the extent or degree as the physical response
dimension. For example, in many instances when self-control was considered alone with
the control variables, restlessness and the self-centered dimension were significant.
However, in Model 4, when social control was combined with self-control, the above two
dimensions failed to retain their significance.
Only partial support was found for the results that emerged from Nakhaie et al.’s
(2000) study, which revealed that self-control was a stronger predictor than social
control, however this may be due to the measures or sample used in this study. From the
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results of this analysis it is evident that self-control is more apt in explaining overall
delinquency, vandalism and violence, in comparison to its predecessor, social control.
Furthermore, both theories taken together explain delinquency better than either theory in
isolation. However, it could be argued that the reason self-control has better explanatory
power in comparison to social control is due to the inclusion of the behavioural
dimension. Another possible explanation to keep in mind is that physical response may
be better than restlessness and self-centeredness, because it is potentially tautological; as
discussed earlier. Consequently, a subsequent regression was run to determine if the
omission of the behavioural dimension for self-control, narrowed the explanatory gap
between social and self-control. Despite removing the behavioural dimension, selfcontrol continued to reign somewhat superior over social control and the variance
remained relatively unaltered from the original regression. Table 8 in Appendix C
summarizes the percentage of variance in which social control, self-control, and the two
theories taken together come to explain, for all indexes of delinquency and overall
delinquency. It becomes obvious from Table 8 that social and self-control collectively
account for the greatest amount of variance and therefore are more apt at explaining all
types of delinquency and overall delinquency. The final model in which the composite
scales of overall social and overall self-control were regressed on overall delinquency is
in concordance with the above contention. As one can see from Table 3, R2 increases
from .14 to .16 from Model 3 to Model 4. As a result it can be concluded that when
combined with social control, self-control accounts for more of the variance of overall
delinquency than it does on its own.
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In concluding with a discussion on the independent variables: self-control and
social control, an interesting interpretation should be discussed. Recall that self-control is
an internalized type of control, coming from within the individual, and social control is
an external type of control, coming from outside the individual. Not surprisingly, selfcontrol is a better predictor of vandalism and violence, both of which are acts of anger or
rage coming from within. Furthermore, social control is a better predictor of theft and
drug involvement; activities that young people may be compelled towards, or resort to, if
they are lacking in attachments to other individuals, commitment to school, etc. Early on,
it was postulated that self-control theory would be a better predictor of all types of
delinquency, but as demonstrated in the findings, this is not the case. One need look at
the specific type of crime in hypothesizing which theory would be a better predictor, at
least for this sample.
With regards to the effects of the control variables overall, the small percentage of
variance in which they account for partially supports The General Theory. Gottfredson
and Hirschi claim that their theory is general in that it is applicable across demographic
variables such as age, race, ethnicity, gender and social class. Just as studies in the past
have found that the authors’ theory is in need of refinement for effects of demographic
variables (Nakhaie et al. 2000, Wood et al. 1993), this research also supports the
recommendation that The General Theory be modified. Although the majority of the
results within this research are consistent with the tenets put forth by The General
Theory, there are notable inconsistencies worth highlighting. The control variable,
socioeconomic status, continually retained significance throughout the regressions. Even
more interesting is the way in which this variable was significant. On more than one
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index of delinquency (overall delinquency, theft, vandalism), the middle and uppermiddle classes reported more delinquency when compared to the unemployed category
(reference category). Interestingly, the upper-middle class is most likely to commit
crimes of theft.
A possible explanation for the above finding may be that upper-middle class
children are “spoiled” or used to getting what they want from their parents, and when
they see something that they want, they will take it without regards for others. Another
possible explanation may be that upper-middle class children have an advantage over
other classes and they assume that if they do get caught stealing, they will have an “easyway-out”, being that their families are well respected within society. Also, they may be
less likely to be charged by the police and even if they are, their families have enough
money to hire top-notch lawyers for them. In essence, these children feel that they can
easily reap the benefits of stealing without suffering any losses. Middle and upper class
children may have more “opportunity” to commit theft, being that they have money to
“hang out” in areas where theft is a common occurrence (shopping malls).
Finally, these findings may be a direct result of the sample or type of study used.
Because this is a self-report study, middle and upper-middle class kids may be more
likely to admit that they commit acts of theft, or the lower class may be less likely to
admit it. Also, this study does not refer to the reality of crime, where we would find
more charged and imprisoned with respect to the general population. Lastly, it may be an
age effect, where as people age, middle-class delinquency decreases, while lower class
delinquency increases due to the unequal distribution of scarce resources. In other words,
the middle and upper class may be more likely to commit crimes when they are younger
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(ages 12 and 13), and the lower class are more likely to commit crimes when they are
older (during their adulthood). This, in essence, would question Gottfredson and
Hirschi’s contention that the low self-control - crime relationship remains stable
throughout the life course.
Moreover, money per week from parents was significant along the same lines
(more money = more delinquency), for all types of delinquency except vandalism. These
findings are consistent with the opinion of many researchers (Braithwaite 1981, Hagan et
al. 1987, Hagan 1992 and Kohn 1962) that having access to money is correlated with
delinquency. However, the fact that this research is based on a self-report study may be
the reason why this finding is evident here. Certain issues arise in self-report studies that
do not arise in crime statistics and police reports, etc. This study reveals that middle and
upper class kids are committing just as much, if not more crime than lower class kids, and
the reason why this doesn’t receive as much attention may be because they are not caught
by the police, or they have access to second chances due to their status. Furthermore, the
fact that unemployed consistently report lower levels of participation in all types of
delinquency in this study, may support the argument that parents in lower-class families
embrace and value conformity and obedience (Kohn, 1962).
Another possible explanation for this finding can be grounded in Felson and
Cohen’s 1979 Routine Activities Theory. The theory states, “the likelihood of crime
increases when there is one or more persons present who are motivated to commit a
crime, a suitable target or potential victim that is available, and the absence of formal or
informal guardians who could deter the potential offender” (Akers, 1997: 27). It could be
argued that children with more money are more likely to spend time in places such as
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arcades or pool halls where the opportunity for delinquency is more prevalent. An
explanation of such lends support and credence to Routine Activities Theory.
Despite the fact that region reigned significant for overall delinquent druginvolvement, with Quebec children aged 12 to 13 years reporting more drug-involvement,
followed by the Atlantic provinces, it should be noted that region failed to retain any
significance on all the other indexes of delinquency. It may be that access to drugs is
more rampant in Quebec and Eastern Canada than in any other region across Canada.
Overall, region was not a strong predictor of delinquency. This finding goes directly
against existing literature (Linden, 1996; Hagan and McCarthy, 1997), which states that
crimes in Canada increase as one moves from East to West, particularly British
Columbia. In fact, this study found the exact opposite to be true with respect to
delinquent drug involvement; young people in the Eastern provinces; Quebec and
Atlantic, report higher levels of drug involvement. Once again, age may be an important
factor as was discussed with respect to the social class - crime relationship. The findings
that crimes increase from East to West may be true when one is studying “adult”
criminality. The findings may simply be a function of the sample used.

LIMITATIONS
It was discovered during the course of this research that while the use of
secondary data may be quick and convenient it is not without its limitations. Gottfredson
and Hirschi’s contention that their theory is general and applies to everyone regardless of
one’s age, gender, ethnicity and so on, could not be tested accurately. Unfortunately, the
data set from the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth did not contain
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questions that could adequately operationalize these concepts. The demographic
variables listed above were part of the parent’s file in the NLSCY and could not be
merged with the corresponding child’s file. The fact that gender as a control variable was
not incorporated into this research, further limits the current research on gender
differences in the effects of the various social bonds and self-control. As a result of this
limitation, many unanswered questions still remain about gender and delinquency. Past
research reveals that boys are more likely than girls to engage in delinquency, but
unfortunately this study does not allow the researcher to further confirm this.
Unfortunately, age and gender were not accessible and in fact, the only
demographic variables used in this research were accessible only because they were
subsumed within the child’s file. Research conducted by Brannigan et al., which utilized
Cycle One of the NLSCY did in fact have access to and include gender and age into their
analysis, as part of their attempt of identifying specific predictors of childhood
misconduct for boys and girls 4-11 years of age. The researchers inclusion of variables
such as gender and age allow for the opportunity of meaningful comparisons to be made
across age categories and across gender as well, both of which have shown to be
important in explaining delinquency (Brannigan et al., 2002).
Another limitation that revealed itself halfway during this project was the fact that
certain questions pertaining to the dependent variable delinquency and the indexes of
delinquency, were only asked of the children aged 12 to 13 years. Hence, the sample size
decreased substantially from N= 4,145 children aged 10 tol3 years to N= 1185 children
aged 12 to 13 years. This problem is further extenuated for not only did the sample size
decrease but also more importantly, no longer could comparisons be made across the age
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categories listed above. It should be noted that if the sample used for this research had
some variability in regards to age, as well as gender and ethnicity variables, the results in
this study may have looked much different.
If demographic variables were included in this analysis, it would have revealed if
certain genders, ethnicities or age groups are more likely to have lower social and selfcontrol and higher levels of delinquency. Results produced out the research of LaGrange
and Silverman, further attest to the importance of the inclusion of key variables such as
gender, age, class etc. “.. ..The continuing effects of gender suggest that there is
something about being male or female that persists in predicting real and substantial
differences in behaviour” (LaGrange and Silverman, 1999: 62). The limitation of not
being able to compare/contrast male’s delinquent involvement with female delinquent
involvement, perpetuates an injustice to both theories under investigation and to the
ongoing debates, which place a great emphasis on the importance of gender and its
impact on delinquency.
Finally, it should be recognized that the NLSCY was not developed to precisely
test Social Control Theory, nor the General Theory of Crime. While the researcher
suggests and believes that the questions utilized in this research are relevant and
representative indicators of the various theoretical concepts in this study, there is no
doubt that some limitations exist in regards to validity, but the intention is that they are
minimal. The researcher spent a fair amount of time reviewing past literature and
research on both theories to determine which measures of social control, self-control and
delinquency would be the most accurate. All items chosen for this research correspond
with the preexisting literature. For example, specific questions about relationships,
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friendships, school and social activities not only correspond with Hirschi’s
conceptualization of social control, they also correspond with categories used as
indicators of social control in a number of past studies. The same is also true of the
conceptualization of self-control and the conceptualization of delinquency.
The methodological limitations of this research pertain to how both social and
self-control were conceptualized. In alluding to the former, there were no questions in
the NLSCY data set to measure the “belief’ component of the social bond. Also,
whereas studies in the past have considered attachment to parents and peers one in the
same, this research divided the attachment component of the social bond into two scales:
attachment to peers and attachment to parents. This decision was based on recent
literature that suggests that attachment to peers and attachment to parents need to be
distinguished and considered separate (Anderson et al., 1999). From an in-depth analysis
of Social Control Theory, one discovers that Hirschi himself indirectly hints to treating
attachment to peers and parents as separate dimensions. Hirschi emphasizes that they
both control delinquent tendencies, with attachment to parents being the more vital of the
two (Hirschi, 1969: 94). One can infer from this statement that attachment to parents and
attachment to peers may very well be separate entities. Consistent with Hirschi’s above
contention, the results from this research support his claim. Attachment to parents was
significantly a better predictor along all of the indexes of delinquency and for overall
delinquency in comparison to attachment to peers.
Although the results from the factor analysis support the scales constructed, as
does recent literature, it should be noted that the reliability analysis was moderate to
weak for some of the scales. For example, it was found that the involvement in the
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community and involvement in extracurricular activities dimensions failed to
significantly contribute to the explanation of all types of delinquency. A possible
explanation why these dimensions lack significant contribution may rest in the relatively
low alpha levels along these dimensions (See Table 5.4 in Appendix B). Nonetheless,
based on the factor analysis and theoretical considerations that outline questions
measuring involvement, the decision was to leave the scales as they were. It may be that
different combinations of questions would have resulted in conclusions contrary to the
ones produced by this research. In fact, one can be confident that the results would have
changed having conceptualized/operationalized social and self-control differently. For
example, the findings would not have revealed that attachment to parents has more of an
effect on delinquency than does attachment to peers, if they were not conceptualized as
separate measures of social control.
In addressing the problems of conceptualization in regards to self-control, it may
be argued that the dimensions utilized in this research are not representative measures of
self-control. Previous research (Nakhaie et al., 2000, Ameklev et al., 1999) has found
impulsivity to be an excellent measure of self-control. Due to inaccessibility and
limitations of using secondary data, this dimension failed to be incorporated into this
research, other than for one question. Furthermore, the fact that a “physical response”
dimension was included into the analysis and composite scale representing self-control, it
may well be that this dimension does not encapsulate self-control, despite theoretical
arguments contending it does (Wright et al., 1999). Using physical response as a
measure highlights the problem of tautology. As discussed earlier, hitting other children
is a measure o f physical response to conflict, but it may also be considered an act of
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delinquency. Regardless, this research offers preliminary support for the inclusion of this
variable as a measure of self-control. Furthermore, the use of this behavioural scale to
represent self-control is controversial in that critics of The General Theory claim it is
tautological (Akers, 1992). How can one use a respondent’s answer to questions on
behaviour to help explain behaviour? Although this research implemented a behavioural
dimension to account for this tautology, the breadth and depth of this dimension is still
lacking. In the end, an analysis of the individual dimensions for social and self-control
reveals a need to reevaluate the dimensions, which come to comprise composite measures
o f these concepts.

CONCLUSION
Just as other theories of crime are susceptible to scrutiny and criticism, so holds
true with Hirschi’s Social Control Theory and Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory
o f Crime. However, one paramount feature that differentiates The General Theory from
other theories of crime is its resilience in combating the criticisms that have come its
way. Whereas some criticisms can entirely refute a theory’s propositions and undermine
its utility, the criticisms that have been brought against Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General
Theory of Crime have not been able to refute or undermine the theory. If there was any
attempt of this research to disprove The General Theory, it should be noted that it
drastically failed to do so. In fact, the results if anything support and hold promise for the
General Theory of Crime, for this research discovered that it is better at explaining
certain types of crime than its predecessor: Social Control Theory. The general
conclusion is that self-control does significantly have an impact on delinquency. Self-

112

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

control’s most explanative power ensues out of the violent index, followed by overall
delinquency, and delinquent vandalism. However, irrespective of the index analyzed, the
results from this research confirm The General Theory’s importance and influence on
delinquency.
While the controls used in this research facilitate explanations of delinquency, it
should be documented that their contributions are minimal. SES and money per week
from parents predominantly surfaced as a viable predictors of delinquency and retained
their significance even after the dimensions of social and self-control were introduced.
Many demographic variables were excluded from this analysis, not by choice but rather
by limitations to access of the data set utilized. However, just because this research
failed to incorporate variables such as gender, age, and ethnicity, the importance of their
inclusion when testing the General Theory goes without saying. Why has it consistently
been found that males are more likely than females to be involved in delinquency? A
possible explanation that may suffice is that males have lower levels of self-control and
therefore this accounts for their higher participation rates in delinquency. However, the
only way this can be tested is if the inclusion of gender is incorporated into the analysis
and therefore justifies future research to do so.
If there is any aspect of this research that should be carried on into further studies
of this sort, it is the decision to conceptualize attachment to parents and attachment to
peers as two separate entities. This research revealed that the former, attachment to
parents, has a stronger effect on involvement in delinquency. Furthermore, more
accurate measures of social and self-control are needed in the future operationalization of
these concepts. The fact that notable differences persist along the dimensions comprising
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social and self-control suggests that both of these concepts may need to be
conceptualized differently. Specifically speaking, the results from this research are
inconsistent with the General Theory’s proposed “unidimensionality” of the self-control
concept. In accomplishing a better conceptualization of each theory in question, one can
be sure that more accurate results will prevail.
At the onset of this thesis it was stated that a comprehensive theory of crime,
whatever its orientation, must explain how delinquent patterns of behaviour are
developed, what provokes people to behave in a delinquent fashion, and what maintains
their delinquent actions. While the General Theory can account for how patterns of
delinquency are developed and maintained, it is in this author’s opinion that the General
Theory needs refinement in terms of increasing its ability in explaining what provokes
people to behave in a delinquent fashion. Whereas previous literature suggests that
opportunity need be considered alongside self-control, it is the contention of this
researcher that a dimension or element of motivation need be incorporated into the
analysis and composition of self-control. It may very well be that we are not all equally
motivated to commit crime as it was once thought and still is thought by Gottfredson and
Hirschi. In any event, a more stringent definition and a better conceptualization of selfcontrol are needed to confirm or refute the utility of the General Theory of Crime. Make
no mistake, without clearly defining the boundaries of what self-control entails and how
to measure it, one can be sure that the General Theory will move from what was thought
to be an “all-inclusive” theory to an “inconclusive” theory.
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Social Control, Self Control, Delinquency and Control Scales
PART ONE: SOCIAL CONTROL SCALE
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURING ATTACHMENT TO PEERS
•
•
•

I have a lot of friends.
I get along with kids easily.
Most other kids like me.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

False
Mostly false
Sometimes false / sometimes true
Mostly true
True

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURING ATTACHMENT TO PARENTS
•
•
•

My parents listen to my ideas and opinions.
My parents and I solve problems together when we disagree about something.
How often do you share your secrets and private feelings with your parents?
1. Never

2.
3.
4.
5.

Rarely
Sometimes
Often
Always

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURING COMMITMENT TO SCHOOL
•

How well do you think you are doing in your schoolwork?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

•

Very poorly
Poorly
Average
Well
Very well

How important is it to you to get good grades in school?
1. Not important at all
2. Not very important
3. Somewhat important
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4. Important
5. Very important
•

When my teacher gives me homework, I do it.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

•

Never
Rarely
Some of the time
Most of the time
All of the time

Since the beginning of the school year, how often did you skip a day of school
without permission?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Five times or more
Three or four times
Once or twice
Never

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURING INVOLVEMENT IN COMMUNITY
•
•
•
•

In the past year, have you helped without pay by helping neighbours or relatives?
In the past year, have you helped without pay by fundraising?
In the past year, have you helped without pay by helping in your community?
In the past year, have you helped without pay by doing activities at school?
1. No
2. Yes

OUESTIONNIARE ITEMS MEASURING INVOLVEMENT IN
EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES
•
•
•

In the past year, how often have you played sports or done physical activities
without a coach or instructor?
In the past year, how often have you played sports with a coach or instructor,
other than in gym class?
In the past year, how often have you done a hobby or craft?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Never
Less than once a week
One to three times a week
Four or more times a week
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QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURING FAMILY STATUS
•

Family status?
1. Couples
2. Other

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURING HOURS PER DAY HOME ALONE
•

On average, how much time in a day do you spend alone at home while nobody
else is home?
1.
2.
3.
4.

I don’t
Less than one hour a day
One or two hours a day
Three or more hours a day

PART TWO: SELF CONTROL SCALE
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURING LEVEL OF RESTLESSNESS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I can’t sit still, am restless or hyperactive.
I am distractible; have trouble sticking to any activity.
I fidget.
I can’t concentrate, can’t pay attention.
I have difficulty awaiting my turn in games or groups.
I cannot settle to anything for longer than a few moments.
I am inattentive; have difficulty paying attention to someone.
I am impulsive, act without thinking.
1. Never or not true
2. Sometimes or somewhat true
3. Often or very true

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURING LEVEL OF SELF-CENTEREDNESS
•
•
•
•
•

I show sympathy to someone who has made a mistake.
I will try to help someone who has been hurt.
I volunteer to help clear up a mess someone else has made.
I will try, if there is an argument, to stop it.
I offer to help other kids who are having difficulty with a task.
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•
•
•
•

I comfort a friend, brother or sister who is crying or upset.
I help to pick up objects, which another kid has dropped.
I help other people my age who are feeling sick.
I take the opportunity to show support for the work of other people my age who
can’t do things as well as me.
1. Often or very true
2. Sometimes or somewhat true
3. Never or not true.

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURING LEVEL OF PHYSICAL RESPONSE
•
•
•
•

I get into many fights.
I assume when another kid accidentally hurts me, that the other kid meant to do it,
and then I react with anger and fighting.
I am cruel, bully, or am mean to others.
I kick, bite, hit other people my age.
1. Never or not true
2. Sometimes or somewhat true
3. Often or very true

PART THREE: DELINQUENCY SCALE
Delinquent Drug Involvement
•
•

In the past year, about how many times have you sold any drugs?
In the past year, about how many times have you bought, or gotten drugs from
someone for your own use, or for someone else?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Never
Once or twice
Three or four times
Five times or more

Delinquent Theft
•
•

I steal at home
I steal outside the home
1. Never or not true
2. Sometimes or somewhat true
3. Often or very true
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

In the past year, about how many times have you stolen something from a store?
In the past year, about how many times have you stolen something from a school?
In the past year, about how many times have you taken money from your parents
without permission?
In the past year, about how many times have you broken into, or snuck into, a
house or building with the idea of stealing something?
In the past year, about how many times have you used or bought or tried to sell
something you knew was stolen?
In the past year, about how many times have you taken someone’s purse, wallet or
bag?
In the past year, about how many times have you taken a car, motorbike, or
motorboat without permission?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Never
Once or twice
Three or four times
Five times or more

Delinquent Vandalism
•
•

In the past year, about how many times have you damaged or destroyed anything
that didn’t belong to you?
In the past year, about how many times have you set fire on purpose to a building,
or a car, or something not belonging to you?
1.
2.
3.
4.

•

Never
Once or twice
Three or four times
Five times or more

I vandalize
1. Never or not true
2. Sometimes or somewhat true
3. Often or very true

Delinquent Violence
•
•
•

In the past year, about how many times have you been in a fight where you hit
someone with something other than your hands (weapon)?
In the past year, about how many times have you fired a gun at someone?
In the past year, about how many times have you attempted to touch the private
parts of another persons’ body while knowing that they would probably object to
this?

120

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

•
•
•
•

In the past year, about how many times have you tried to force someone into
having sex with you?
In the past year, about how many times have you driven a vehicle after drinking
alcohol?
In the past year, about how many times have you carried a knife because you
wanted to use it in a fight?
In the past year, about how many times have you carried a gun to defend
yourself?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Never
Once or twice
Three or four times
Fives times or more

PART FOUR: CONTROL VARIABLES
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS MEASURURING CONTROL VARIABLES

•

Socioeconomic status?
1.
2.
3.
4.

•

Under $23,000 (unemployed)
$23,000 to $30,000 (lower-middle)
$30,000 to $68,000 (middle)
$68,000 and up (upper-middle)

Geographic region of residence?
1. Atlantic

2.
3.
4.
5.

•

Quebec
Ontario
Prairies
British Columbia

Since September, on average, how much money per week have you received from
your parents?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

No money
$1 to $10
$11 to $20
$21 to $30
More than $30
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Table 5.1: Minimum, Maximum, Mean, Standard Deviation, Alpha's if Item Were Deleted
and Factor Loadings for Measures of Social Control

SOCIAL CONTROL MEASURES
Attachment to Peers
Standard
Deviation
0.752
0.777
0.871

Alpha If
Deleted
0.6151
0.6964
0.4909

Factor
Loadings
0.791
0.726
0.853

Standard
Deviation
0.971
1.072
1.131

Alpha If
Deleted
0.5711
0.5277
0.7339

Factor
Loadings
0.829
0.847
0.707

Mean Standard
Deviation
4
0.884
4.43
0.713
4.35
0.758
3.92
0.345

Alpha If
Deleted
0.4853
0.5031
0.4496
0.6566

Factor
Loadings
0.755
0.729
0.782
0.386

Min

Max

Mean

1
1
1

5
5
5

4.58
4.37
4.22

Min

Max

Mean

1
1
1

5
5
5

4.08
3.65
2.78

Min

Max

1
1
1
1

5
5
5
4

Min

Max

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

Min

Max

1
1
1

4
4
4

Min

Max

0

1

Min

Max

1

4

1. I have alot of friends
2. I get along with kids easily
3. Most other kids like me
Attachment to Parents

1. My parents listen to my ideas/opinions
2. My parents and I solve problems together
3. How often share secrets with parents?
Commitment to School

1.
2.
3.
4.

How well are you doing in school?
How important to do well in school?
You do your homework
# of days skipped without permission

Involvement in Community

1.
2.
3.
4.

Helped
Helped
Helped
Helped

without pay?
w/o pay by fund raising?
w/o pay by helping in community
w/o pay doing school activites?

Mean Standard
Factor
Alpha If
Deviation Item Were Loadings
Deleted
1.51
0.5
0.4003
0.519
0.482
1.37
0.2735
0.69
1.49
0.5
0.3776
0.565
1.11
0.3
0.3309
0.642

Involvement in Extracurricular Activities

1. How often played sports without a coach?
2. How often played sports with a coach?
3. How often have you done hobby/craft?

Mean Standard
Deviation
3.09
0.918
1.102
2.67
1.007
2.48

Alpha If
Deleted
0.1425
0.2064
0.3119

Factor
Loadings
0.724
0.679
0.524

Mean Standard
Deviation
0.84
0.36

Alpha

Factor
Loading
N/A

Mean Standard
Deviation
2.3
0.86

Alpha

Family Status

1. Couples or other?
Hours/Day Home Alone
1. Time spent home alone
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N/A

N/A

Factor
Loading
N/A

Table 5.2: Minimum, Maximum, Mean, Standard Deviation, Alpha's if Item Were Deleted
and Factor Loadings for Measures of Self Control
SELF CONTROL MEASURES:
Restlessness

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Factor
Mean Standard
Alpha If
Deviation Item Were Loadings
Deleted
0.7521
0.661
1.69
0.67
0.638
0.7578
1.52
0.63
0.7641
0.596
1.69
0.67
0.7
0.7478
1.42
0.57
0.498
0.7761
1.38
0.56
0.7534
0.666
1.33
0.53
0.7504
1.42
0.689
0.55
0.597
0.7637
1.59
0.59

Min

Max

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Min

Max

Mean

1
1
1
1

3
3
3
3

1.26
1.33
1.16
1.14

Min

Max

Mean

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

1.63
1.32
1.94
1.81
1.58
1.51
1.65
1.58
1.67

Can't sit still, am restless/hyperactive
I am distractable
I fidget
I can't concentrate/pay attention
I have difficulty awaiting my turn
I can't settle to anything for long
I am inattentive
I am impulsive, act without thinking

Physical Response

1.
2.
3.
4.

I get into many fights
I react with anger and fighting
I am cruel, bully or am mean to others
I kick, bite, hit other children

Factor
Standard Alpha If
Deviation Item Were Loadings
Deleted
0.6012
0.496
0.756
0.717
0.523
0.6363
0.731
0.384
0.6315
0.371
0.6479
0.704

S elf Centered

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

I show sympathy
I will help someone who has been hurt
I volunteer to help clear up a mess
I will try to stop an argument
I offer to help others with task
I comfort a child who is crying/upset
I help pick up objects for other child
I help other children who are sick
I support work of less abled children

Standard
Alpha If
Factor
Deviation Item Were Loadings
Deleted
0.8221
0.553
0.595
0.515
0.8125
0.648
0.8154
0.617
0.627
0.8151
0.621
0.625
0.589
0.8063
0.695
0.611
0.8068
0.692
0.671
0.618
0.8087
0.8047
0.707
0.625
0.641
0.8122
0.647
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Table 5.3: Minimum, Maximum, Mean, Standard Deviation, Alpha's if Item Were Deleted
and Factor Loadings for all Indexes of Delinquency

DELINQUENCY INDEXES:

Delinquent Drug Involvement

1. Gotten drugs for use
2. Sold Drugs

Min

Max

Mean

1
1

4
2

1.07
1.01

Min

Max

Mean

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

1.08
1.07
1.18
1.13
1.25
1.02
1.04
1.01
1.13

Min

Max

Mean

1
1
1

3
3
3

1.07
1.06
1.02

Min

Max

Mean

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

4
3
4
4
4
4
4

1.06
1.01
1.01
1.01
1.01
1.01
1.01

Standard Alpha if
Factor
Deviation Item Were Loadings
Deleted
0.838
0.343
N/A
0.104
N/A
0.838

Delinquent Theft

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

I steal at home
I steal outside the home
Stolen Something from store
Stolen from school
Taken money from parents
Break and Enter
Fencing stolen goods
Taken purse, wallet or bag
Stolen a vehicle

Factor
Standard Alpha if
Deviation Item Were Loadings
Deleted
0.295
0.686
0.7316
0.642
0.277
0.7026
0.501
0.652
0.7005
0.428
0.662
0.7013
0.577
0.764
0.7192
0.158
0.7394
0.815
0.206
0.7264
0.657
0.161
0.657
0.7365
0.144
0.7447
0.424

Delinquent Vandalism

1. I vandalize
2. Damage other-s property
3. Set fire to something on purpose

Standard Alpha if
Factor
Deviation Item Were Loadings
Deleted
0.28
0.3235
0.766
0.259
0.3185
0.793
0.153
0.5711
0.63

Delinquent Violence

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Fight with a weapon
Fired a gun at someone
Touched something who was unwilling
Force someone into sex
Driven after drinking
Carried knife to use in fight
Carried a gun to defend

Standard Alpha if
Factor
Deviation Item Were Loadings
Deleted
0.265
0.7931
0.465
0.082
0.6776
0.826
0.139
0.6871
0.592
0.126
0.6546
0.872
0.126
0.641
0.6765
0.151
0.7009
0.463
0.123
0.6447
0.892
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Table 5.4: M inim um , Maximum, Mean, Standard D eviation, and A lpha
fo r the S ubscale Com ponents o f S ocial C ontrol, S elf-C ontrol,
D elinquency and Overall Scales
Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Alpha

N

Attachment to Peers
Attachment to Parents
Commitment
Involment in Community
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities

5
3
8
4
3

15
15
19
8
12

13.17
10.52
16.7
5.47
8.24

1.9
2.52
1.92
1.09
1.96

0.7
0.7
0.61
0.42
0.45

1185
1185
1185
1185
1185

Overall Scale

33

69

54.08

5.66

0.69

1185

Family Status
Hours Per day Home Alone

0
1

1
4

0.84
2.31

0.36
0.89

N/A
N/A

1185
1185

Restlessness
Physical Response
Self Centered

8
4
9

24
12
27

12.03
4.88
14.67

3.01
1.31
3.55

0.78
0.7
0.83

1185
1185
1185

Overall Scale

21

55

31.58

5.8

0.83

1185

S ocial C o n trol

S elf C ontrol

D elinquency
Drugs
Theft
Vandalism
Violent

2
9
3
7

6
30
8
20

2.08
9.79
3.2
7.12

0.4
1.76
0.6
0.7

0.37
0.75
0.54
0.72

1185
1185
1185
1185

Overall Scale

21

57

22.19

2.78

0.83

1185
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Table 6.1 First Order Principal Component Analysis for Social Control, Self-Control,
and Delinquency

Social C ontrol
Factor

% Of Variance

Factor Loading

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

16.8
8.8
7.9
6.4
5.8
2.9
2.6

3.2
1.7
1.5
1.2
1.1
1
0.8

Factor

% of Variance

Factor Loading

1
2
3

55
28
17

1.65
0.837
0.513

Factor

% of Variance

Factor Loading

1
2
3
4
5

29.26
11.5
7.1
5.7
5.2

6.14
2.42
1.5
1.2
1.01

Difference between Factor
and Previous Factor

1.5
0.2
0.3
0.1
0.1
0.2

S elf-C ontrol
Difference between Factor
and Previous Factor

0.813
0.324

D elinquency
Difference between Factor
and Previous Factor

3.72
0.92
0.3
0.19
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Table 6.2 Second O rder P rincipal C om ponent A na lysis fo r Social C ontrol,
S elf-C ontrol, and Delinquency

Loadings

Eigenvalue

Percentage of Variance

0.59
0.74
0.79
0.67
0.85

1.78
0.98
0.83
0.77
0.61

35.6
20.2
16.7
15.3
12.2

0.77
0.61
0.83

1.65
0.84
0.51

55
27.9
17.1

0.66
0.84
0.79
0.72

2.28
0.72
0.61
0.41

57
17.9
15
10.1

S ocial C ontrol
Attachment to Peers
Attachment to Parents
Commitment
Involvement in Community
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities

S elf C ontrol
Restlessness
Physical Response
Self Centered

Delinquency
Drugs
Theft
Vandalism
Violent
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Table 7.1 Summary Table Outlining Significant Predictors for the Various Indexes
of Delinquency and Overall Delinquency for Model 1
T otal
D elinquency

Total
Drugs

Total
Theft

T otal
V andalism

Total
V io le n t

Socioeconomic Status: Unemployed (Under 23k) =Reference Category
Lower-Middle
Middle
Upper-Middle

X

Region: Ontario = Reference Category
Atlantic
Quebec
Prairies
BC
Parental Financial Assistance
Money/Week from Parents

Social Control:
Attachment to Peers
Attachment to Parents
Commitment to School

X

X

X

X

X

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

Involvement in
Community

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Involvement in
Extracurricular Activities

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Family Status: Other = Reference Category
Couples

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Hours/Day Home Alone

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Lack o f Self-Control:
Restlessness
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Self-centered
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Physical Response___________N/A________ N/A______ N/A_______ N/A________ N/A
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Table 7.2 Summary Table Outlining Significant Predictors for the Various Indexes
of Delinquency and Overall Delinquency for Model 2
Total
D elinquency

Total
D rugs

Total
Theft

Total
V andalism

T otal
V io le n t

Socioeconomic Status: Unemployed (Under 23k) =Reference Category
Lower-Middle
Middle
Upper-Middle

X
X
X

X

Region: Ontario = Reference Category
Atlantic
Quebec
Prairies
BC
Parental Financial Assistance
Money/Week from Parents

Social Control:
Attachment to Peers
Attachment to Parents
Commitment to School

X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

Involvement in
Community
Involvement in
Extracurricular Activities
Family Status: Other = Reference Category
Couples
Hours/Day Home Alone

X

X

X

Lack o f Self-Control:
Restlessness
Self-centered
Physical Response

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
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N/A
N/A
N/A

Table 7.3 Summary Table Outlining Significant Predictors for the Various Indexes
of Delinquency and Overall Delinquency for Model 3
T otal
D elinquency

Total
Drugs

Total
T h eft

Total
V andalism

Total
V io le n t

Socioeconomic Status: Unemployed (Under 23k) =Reference Category
Lower-Middle
Middle
Upper-Middle

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

Region: Ontario = Reference Category
Atlantic
Quebec
Prairies
BC
Parental Financial Assistance
Money/Week from Parents

X
X

X

X

X

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

Involvement in
Community

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Involvement in
Extracurricular Activities

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Social Control:
Attachment to Peers
Attachment to Parents
Commitment to School

X

Family Status: Other - Reference Category
Couples

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Hours/Day Home Alone

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Lack o f Self-Control:
Restlessness
Self-centered
Physical Response

X
X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
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Table 7.4 Summary Table Outlining Significant Predictors for the Various Indexes
of Delinquency and Overall Delinquency for Model 4
Total
Delinquency

Total
Drugs

Total
Theft

Total
V andalism

Total
V io le n t

Socioeconomic Status: Unemployed (Under23k) =Reference Category
Lower-Middle
Middle
Upper-Middle

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

Region: Ontario = Reference Category
Atlantic
Quebec
Prairies
BC
Parental Financial Assistance
Money/Week from Parents

Social Control:
Attachment to Peers
Attachment to Parents
Commitment to School

X
X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X

Involvement in
Community
Involvement in
Extracurricular Activities
Family Status: Other = Reference Category
Couples

X

Hours/Day Home Alone

Lack o f Self-Control:
Restlessness
X
Self-centered
Physical Response___________ X__________ X________ X_________ X_
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X

Table 8: Percentage o f Variance Explained by Social Control, Self-Control,
and Social/Self-Control Combined for all Indexes o f Delinquency
and Overall Delinquency

Total
D elinquency

Total
Drugs

Total
T h eft

T otal
V andalism

Total
V io le n t

Social Control Theory

6%

5%

6%

4%

0.4%

Self-Control Theory

7%

1%

4%

8%

5%

Social and S elf Control Theory

23%

9%

18%

21%

9%
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Table 9: NLSCY Coding Scheme for Socio-economic Status

1.5

A Family in which:
Both the PMK and spouse have a university degree
They are both employed professionals
The household income is >$80,000

0.5

A Family in which:
The PMK has a university degree and the spouse has grade 13
The PMK is employed as a semi-professional and the spouse
is employed in a semi-skilled clerical position

0

A Family in which:
The PMK has grade 13 and the spouse has grade 12
The spouse is employed in a semi-skilled manual position and
the PMK has a semi-skilled clerical position, is not in the labour
force
Household income is approximately $55,000

-0.5

A Family in which:
The PMK and spouse have both completed grade 12
The PMK is employed in a semi-skilled manual position and
the spouse in an unskilled manual position
Household income is approximately $30,000

-1

A Family in which:
Neither the PMK nor the spouse have completed highschool
The PMK is employed in an unskilled manual position and the
spouse is employed in an unskilled manual position
Household income is approximately $25,000

-1.5

-2

A Family in which:
Neither the PMK nor the spouse have completed highschool
Neither the PMK nor the spouse are in the labour force
Household income is approximately $15,000
A Family in which:
There is no spouse
The PMK has not completed highschool
The PMK is not in the labour force
The household income is less than $10,000
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